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Abstract 
 
 The overpopulation of companion animals has been a problem for decades. One 
hindrance to addressing the problem has been the inability to collect data and evaluate a 
shelter’s ability to care for the animals within its locale. In 2004 the Live Release Rate (LRR) 
formula was created in an attempt to address this problem so shelters could analyze their 
performance and target aid/educational programs as needed. Overall, the LRR can be 
considered an appropriate standardized performance measurement that provides a general idea 
of a shelter’s status. With that said, the management by Maddie’s Fund of the program in which 
the LRR forms are formatted/archived erodes the comparability of the data. In some cases, the 
raw data did not match the statistics reported to Maddie’s Fund, or the data archived by 
Maddie’s Fund did not match that reported on the LRR form. Other examples of data 
incomparability were also found while exploring the implementation, use, and maintenance of 
the LRR forms/data. An example Difference-in-Differences analysis was done, using the LRR 
data, to determine if there is a relationship between mandatory spay/neuter laws and Traditional 
Shelters/Animal Control facilities’ intake levels in Dallas, TX. The results were split: for the 
Traditional Shelter the law appeared to decrease intake levels by a statistically meaningful 
amount, but the same was not seen for the Animal Control center. However, the results are 
significantly limited by the small data set and should be pursued further when more LRR 
statistics become available for areas with mandatory spay/neuter laws. 
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Executive Summary 
 
It is estimated that shelters spend $1 billion annually dealing with unwanted animals 
(Frank & Carlisle-Frank, 2007). Approximately six to eight million cats and dogs enter U.S. 
shelters each year, and three to four million of these animals are then euthanized (HSUS, 2009). 
These are staggering statistics, yet in the early nineties, euthanasia estimates ranged from seven 
to seventeen million dogs/cats annually (Frank & Carlisle-Frank, 2011). Such improvements 
have resulted from a greater understanding of, and resources being dedicated to, the issue. 
Unfortunately, the rate of decline for euthanasia has slowed because programs have not been 
accurately targeted toward animal populations that remain at greater risk (Marsh, 2010). 
One hindrance to addressing the problem and focusing on specific programs has been 
data generation and measurement. “Few mechanism exist today to inform such [activities], and 
data, if it exists at all, is often fragmented and difficult to get” (Wenstrup & Dowidchuk, 1999, p. 
311). In 2004, the Live Release Rate (LRR) formula was created in an attempt to address this 
problem. The purpose was to enable shelters to analyze their performance and target 
aid/educational programs as needed based on an agreed-upon set of definitions and practices 
pertaining to the treatment/care of companion animals.  
Nevertheless, the management by Maddie’s Fund of the program in which the LRR forms 
are formatted/archived, erodes the comparability of the data. In some cases, the raw data did not 
match the statistics reported to Maddie’s Fund, or the data archived by Maddie’s Fund did not 
match the statistics reported on the LRR form. Other examples of data incomparability were 
found while exploring the implementation, use, and maintenance of the LRR forms/data.  
An example Difference-in-Differences analysis was conducted, using the LRR data, in 
order to determine whether there is a relationship between mandatory spay/neuter laws and 
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Traditional Shelters/Animal Control Facilities’ intake levels. For Dallas, TX, the results were 
split: for the Traditional Shelter, the law appeared to decrease intake levels by a statistically 
meaningful amount, but the same findings did not appear for the Animal Control center. 
However, the results are significantly limited by a small data set, and should be pursued further 
when more LRR statistics become available for areas with mandatory spay/neuter laws. This 
same statistically significant dichotomy between the two shelters was also seen in terms of the 
law’s relationship with an individual animal’s chances of successfully leaving the shelter alive.  
Overall the LRR is an appropriate outcome measurement and, ultimately, the program 
could be extremely informative; however, multiple improvements are recommended. First, the 
LRR form could include more specific intake categories (ie. stray, owner give-up, and the like) 
so that organizations can determine the segment of the population from which they are obtaining 
a majority of their animals, and target programs accordingly. Additionally, a means of ensuring 
accuracy/comparability among the data is imperative if this program it to have any real basis for 
informing policy development. Perhaps, Maddie’s Fund could create its own shelter software 
with portal access, to track animal statistics that could be implemented as part of the grants the 
non-profit disseminates. This measure could streamline data generation and improve 
accuracy/consistency.  
Based on the above statements, it seems apparent that a shelter should not spend 
resources lobbying its local government to pass a mandatory spay/neuter law due to the 
numerous limitations/inconsistencies of the study. With that said, the findings are strong enough 
to justify a shelter funding a study of its own or in collaboration with other organizations, which 
is significant because nonprofits are often resistant to exhausting resources on activities that are 
not considered to be direct services (Smith, Bucklin & Associates, Inc., 2000). 
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Introduction/Problem Statement 
 
The overpopulation of companion animals has been a problem for decades (Rowan & 
Williams, 1987). It is estimated that shelters spend $1 billion every year dealing with unwanted 
animals (Frank & Carlisle-Frank, 2007). Stray dogs and cats have been cited as the cause of 
motor-vehicle accidents, the spread of diseases, and an approximated annual loss of $10 million 
in livestock (Frank & Carlisle-Frank, 2007). A large number of Americans are aware of this 
problem: twenty percent have contributed money to organizations dedicated to protecting 
animals, and ten to fifteen million Americans are members of at least one group related to animal 
welfare (Frank & Carlisle-Frank, 2007, p. 741). In fact, the well-being and overpopulation of 
companion animals is a public concern about which Congress receives more letters than any 
other topic (Frank & Carlisle-Frank, 2007, p. 741; Fennel, 1999). My capstone examines an 
attempt at reducing the population of unwanted/stray animals, while minimizing the use of 
euthanasia as a means of doing so.  
It is estimated that six to eight million cats and dogs enter one of the approximate 3,500 
shelters in the United States each year. Unfortunately, about three to four million of these 
animals are then euthanized (HSUS, 2009). These are staggering numbers, yet they are much 
lower than they were in the early nineties when estimates ranged from seven to seventeen million 
dogs and cats euthanatized annually (Frank & Carlisle-Frank, 2011). Prior to that, the numbers 
were even higher. Such improvements have come as a result of greater understanding of the issue 
and more resources being dedicated to resolving it.  
Early in the 1970s, public interest in, and attention to, pet overpopulation surged, which 
led to an overhaul of animal related programs across the U.S.,  “and to the promotion of an 
approach known as LES (legislation, education, sterilization)” (Rowan & Williams, 1987, p. 
4/11/13 LRR Evaluation: Mandatory Spay/Neuter Laws & Intake A. Laskoe 
7 
 
110). Although euthanasia statistics have continued to improve, the rate has slowed from a three 
percent annual decrease to one percent (Marsh, 2010)1. According to Marsh, this change has 
occurred because “as fewer animals enter shelters, programs must be targeted more accurately to 
those that remain at greater risk…[in order] to make further progress” (2010, p. iii), and many 
shelters have not done so. With this in mind, it is becoming clear that in order to further reduce 
the euthanasia rate “renewed efforts or new, innovative programs” must be implemented (Frank 
& Carlisle-Frank, 2007, p. 741).   
One problem in obtaining these goals concerns the complications surrounding data 
generation and measurement. There has been no uniform standard to which shelters across 
America adhere; therefore, choices concerning how/when/why animals are recorded as entering 
the shelter, and their subsequent dispositions2, have been determined on a shelter by shelter 
basis. In some cases, such as with smaller shelters or those that are underfunded, there is no 
records system in place, or if there is, it is archaic and/or not diligently maintained. These are just 
some of the issues that surface while addressing shelters’ capacity for data generation and 
measurement. Overall, “few mechanisms exist today to inform such [activities], and data, if it 
exists at all, is often fragmented and difficult to get” (Wenstrup & Dowidchuk, 1999, p. 311).  
To ameliorate this stagnation, one step towards continued progress was taken at the 2004 
Asilomar Conference where leaders from the animal welfare industry created the Asilomar 
Accords: a document containing an agreed upon set of definitions and practices pertaining to 
animal care/treatment. In particular, leaders focused on the reduction in euthanasia rates as well 
                                                             
1 Some would argue this to be an inevitable trend as the rate of change reaches the lower bound limit; however, 
the fact that shelters’ capacities are being exceeded and still needing to use euthanasia as a means of population 
control at all is the targeted problem. According to Frank, given specified conditions (as will be discussed below), 
such measures would no longer need to be taken and the No Kill Movement could be successful (2004). 
2 Disposition refers to what ultimately happened to the animal after it entered the facility. The standard categories 
include: returned to owner, adopted, transferred, lost, euthanized or unassisted death. 
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as the standardization of outcome measurements. One significant  result of this convention was 
the creation of the annual Live Release Rate (LRR) assessment tool, which will be further 
explained and evaluated below (Asilomar Records: Pets, People, Community). 
With a uniform measurement of performance available, shelters that chose to use the tool 
needed to know how they could improve their outcomes (ie. the LRR). According to Marsh, 
three factors can influence a “shelter’s euthanasia rate: a decline in the number of pets admitted 
to the shelter [aka. intake], an increase in the number that are reclaimed by their owners, or an 
increase in the number placed with new owners [aka. adoptions/transfers],” and over the past 30 
years, the drop in euthanasia has come about mainly as a result of declining intake numbers 
(2010, p. 6). Based on the studies conducted by Marsh, a 98% correlation was found between a 
shelter’s canine intake levels and euthanasia rate while only a 19% correlation existed between 
intake and adoptions (2010, p. 7-8). Another study showed the correlation between total intake 
and euthanasia rates to be 96% (Marsh, 2010). 
 
Literature Review 
Recognizing the significant effect that intake has on reducing the rate of euthanasia, the 
focus has shifted towards methods that affect shelters’ intake levels; a hotly debated topic. Even 
when euthanasia was declining at a faster rate, there was no consensus as to the cause of this 
trend, since the data was “insufficient [in determining] which of legislation, education, or 
enforcement [was] the most important factor” (Rowan & Williams, 1987, p. 110). Some in the 
animal field believe that the implementation of mandatory spay/neuter laws3 would be the most 
                                                             
3 Mandatory spay/neuter laws state that all companion animals over a specified age must be altered unless 
exempt for medical or certified breeding reasons and documentation can be shown to prove said status. Some 
communities define their spay/neuter laws simply by having different licensing fees for altered and unaltered 
animals; however, for the purposes of this paper the former definition will be used. 
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effective means of addressing the overpopulation problem. Paula Fasseas, founder of Paws 
Chicago, the city’s largest no-kill animal shelter states that, “laws educate people…Once it 
becomes law it becomes the norm” (Davis, 2010, p. 93). Dr. Andrew Kaplan, a New York City 
veterinarian is another proponent of mandatory spay/neuter laws, as he believes that solving the 
problem of overpopulation depends on their enactment. Kaplan goes further, stating that even 
though some may argue against the legislation because of the issue of compliance (i.e. the public 
circumventing the laws) and/or enforcement, “murder is against the law. Are we not going to 
have a law against murder because it’s hard to enforce” (Davis, 2010, p. 94)? 
Opponents of mandatory spay/neuter laws claim that such legislation would result in a 
greater quantity of animals being let go or abandoned due to an owner’s inability or lack of 
desire to get his/her animal fixed (Sundermeyer, 2010). Furthermore, it is argued that such laws 
force people who cannot, or do not wish to, get their animal spayed/neutered to choose between 
becoming criminals or relinquishing ownership (Davis, 2010).  
Ed Sayres, President of the ASPCA, believes that a lot of energy is put into “the 
polarizing dialogue [of mandatory spay/neuter laws] …that could be put towards making 
spay/neuter incentivized and accessible” (Davis, 2010, p. 93). Sayres believes that greater 
enforcement of licensing laws in conjunction with substantial differences between spayed and 
un-spayed licensing fees will be a more effective approach that should be pursued (Davis, 2010). 
Additionally, it is noted that the effects of mandatory spay/neuter laws are almost impossible to 
determine on a macro level due to varying requirements set forth by different cities, counties, 
and/or states (ASPCA, 2013). 
Those opposing spay/neuter laws are often not against the argument that sterilization is 
one of the most effective means of combating overpopulation (Marsh, 2010), which is based on a 
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population ecology assumption: decreased fertility results in decreased birth rates, which will 
lead to fewer unwanted companion animals. This decline, in turn, will reduce animal intake at 
shelters, which, as previously discussed, also means that fewer animals will be euthanized (Frank 
& Carlisle-Frank, 2007). These relationships were demonstrated by a mathematical 
ecological/economic model developed by Frank (2004).  
“Unplanned births can increase the dog and cat population above the level 
that the public can absorb, both by causing unwanted animals who are turned in to 
a shelter shortly after birth and by generally increasing the population of animals 
available, reducing adoptions from shelters and increasing the number of animals 
turned into shelters later in life. Reduced intake at shelters and less competition 
for adoptions from unplanned births leads to shelters being able to reduce the 
number of animals that they euthanize” (Frank & Carlisle-Frank, 2007, p. 741).  
Recognizing this point, many believe that voluntary participation in low-cost spay/neuter 
programs is the preferred means of dealing with the issue and convincing people to have their 
animals fixed.  
 Unfortunately, there does not appear to be wide-spread consensus as to whether the low-
cost spay/neuter programs have significantly impacted shelter intake rates. An analysis of the 
publicly sponsored neutering program in New Hampshire showed a significant decrease in cat 
intake and euthanasia after the implementation of the program; however, the declining trend had 
started prior to the program’s initiation date (White, Jefferson, & Levy, 2010). Furthermore, 
there did not appear to be a decrease in dog intake/euthanasia rates. On the other hand, White et. 
al.’s article also referenced a study done in Austin, Texas where there had been a “significantly 
lower rate of increase for dog and cat euthanasia in the program areas” (2010, p. 191). Another 
4/11/13 LRR Evaluation: Mandatory Spay/Neuter Laws & Intake A. Laskoe 
11 
 
study conducted in Transylvania, North Carolina, displayed similar split results as the first study, 
after the implementation of a subsidized spay/neuter program: “the rate of decline in dog intake 
and euthanasia did not increase” during the next four years but the number of cats impounded 
and euthanized did (Scarlett & Johnston, 2012). 
These contradictory results bring the problem full-circle, and back to the issues 
surrounding the collection of data. Multiple articles cite the need for more specified data 
generation in order to be able to target programs to populations at greater risk (both animal and 
human counterparts) (Wenstrup & Dowidchuk, 1999; White, Jefferson, & Levy, 2010; ASPCA, 
2013). Furthermore, if shelters determined their population make-up, they could more thoroughly 
understand how to lower the intake rates. Fortunately, organizations such as Maddie's Fund4  
have chosen to spearhead efforts towards obtaining such data: 
“The size, scope, and rigorous data collection standards of Maddie's Fund 
programs present an unprecedented opportunity to analyze the impact of 
subsidized spay/neuter and adoption programs...Grants [are awarded to] 
communities [that] vary widely demographically, and…testing these communities 
is unbiased in the sense that it is not known a priori how successful the programs 
will be in each community and communities are not excluded from the analysis 
because they do not succeed in reaching goals” (Frank & Carlisle-Frank, 2007, p. 
742). 
                                                             
4 Maddie’s Fund is a nonprofit organization with the goal of “revolutionizing the status and well-being of 
companion animals” by providing grants to animal organizations in need, initiating studies and educating 
communities to produce better outcomes for the animals within them (Maddie's Fund, n.d.). Despite its relative 
new status, financially speaking, it is one of the most influential animal welfare organizations in the US (Frank & 
Carlisle-Frank, 2007). 
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Nonetheless, the quality of any analysis and subsequent actions taken, or policies created 
based on the said analysis, is intrinsically linked with the quality of the data that was 
collected to begin with. 
 
LRR: Analysis as an Outcome Measurement 
 As previously mentioned, the LRR is a means of standardizing how data is gathered and 
reported through uniformity of forms and pertinent definitions (see Attachments 1 and 2). It is 
also used to measure performance outcomes. The LRR is currently determined by diving total 
live outcomes5 by the subtotal number of outcomes6; therefore, the LRR is a function of 
outcomes. Maddie’s Fund and the Asilomar Accords reports the LRR as a function of total 
outcomes so that any deviation from 100% represents the percentage of animals that have been 
euthanized. For example, a LRR of 91% would be interpreted by the general public as meaning 
that 9% of the animals were put to sleep7. 
  There is another way in which the LRR could be determined: as a function of intake 
(Morris, Wolf, & Gies, 2011). Total intake is greater than subtotal outcomes because two more 
categories are included: owner-requested euthanasia of animals deemed unhealthy/untreatable, 
and animals that have either died or were lost while in the shelter.  The correlation of total intake 
to subtotal outcomes is 97.5%; therefore, numerically speaking, there would be minimal 
difference in the results obtained from the LRR being a function of intake or as a function of 
                                                             
5 Total Live Outcomes includes the number of animals that are adopted, transferred to other rescue organizations, 
as well as those returned to their owners (Asilomar Records: Pets, People, Community) 
6 Subtotal Outcome includes all the animals that were adopted, transferred out to other organizations, returned to 
their owners, or humanely euthanized (Asilomar Records: Pets, People, Community).  
7 This perception is not completely accurate due to the fact that animals that have been lost or died while in 
shelter care, and owner-requested euthanasia of animals deemed unhealthy/untreatable are not included in the 
LRR formula (Asilomar Records: Pets, People, Community). 
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subtotal outcomes. Nonetheless, the question remains whether the officially reported ratio is 
preferable to the alternative8.   
Dividing by the total intake would allow the LRR to represent successful outcomes only 
as live animals placed outside of the shelter. The official definition excludes owner-requested 
euthanasia of unhealthy/untreatable animals, which given certain conditions could be reasonable 
and should not be counted against a shelter’s LRR; however, this classification leaves the 
intentional or unintentional over-designation of animals as unhealthy/untreatable a viable option 
to improving a shelter’s LRR. Additionally, a death or loss of an animal in the shelter could be a 
result of the facility’s/staff’s failings and, therefore, should be taken into consideration.  (If the 
animal dies while at the shelter due to “natural causes”, then the animal should still be counted 
and simply put into the category of unhealthy or untreatable). With this point in mind, the LRR 
should be determined as a function of total intake (ie. with total intake as the denominator). 
Despite only a slight numerical difference, this change is important because it captures a more 
accurate/thorough picture of a shelter’s status/performance, and holds it accountable for all the 
animals that enter the facility.  
The other issue with the LRR is that it only accounts for cats and dogs, and many shelters 
take in a wider variety of animals. This difference is significant for two reasons: (1) It does not 
capture the opportunity costs some shelters experience due to disseminating resources to a more 
diverse population, while other shelters are able to focus theirs, and; (2) The outcomes of these 
other species are not being taken into consideration despite a guiding principle of the Asilomar 
Accords being “to save the lives of all healthy and treatable companion animals” (Asilomar 
Records: Pets, People, Community). Traditionally, the term “companion animals” has been used 
                                                             
8 This section was created in collaboration with Dr. J. S. Butler. After discussing the subject matter with him, Dr. 
Butler wrote an abbreviated version which I then edited and elaborated on. 
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to reference cats and dogs, and the leaders in the animal shelter industry determined the LRR 
should follow suit. However, if an analysis is being conducted on a shelter’s treatment of animals 
in general, the term “animal” should be all-encompassing (ie. including exotics9, pocket-pets10, 
and livestock), to ensure a shelter is held accountable for all the living creatures that are accepted 
under the facility’s guardianship, as previously mentioned. The importance of this redefinition 
can be seen by the fact that recent Maddie’s Fund forms have started to include a section entitled 
“Other”, but implementation and use of the updated forms is not currently consistent. 
 
Evaluation of Maddie’s Fund: Program Implementation/Maintenance 
The LRR is a tool that is used by Maddie’s Fund to determine shelter performance and 
plan for future initiatives. One of the biggest weaknesses of the LRR has nothing to do with the 
equation/formula itself; rather, the problem is with oversight, accuracy, and consistency. There 
are reporting issues that cause, what should be standardized data, to become incomparable, and it 
appears as though no one within the Maddie’s Fund organization is ensuring the accuracy of the 
statistics that they are receiving and subsequently archiving in their database.  
Despite the attempt at creating a uniform method of generating statistics, there are still 
reporting variances. For example, according to Michael Honer, a Project Manager at the 
Hillsborough Animal Control Services, the facility sends its statistics to the Humane Society of 
Tampa Bay, which then formats them “appropriately” for submission to Maddie’s Fund (2013). 
However, when the numbers are looked into more closely there are visible errors, or at least 
potential inconsistencies, in how Animal Control Services’ statistics are being reported and how 
Maddie’s Fund expects to view them: the intake numbers do not include owner/guardian 
                                                             
9 Exotics is sometimes used in place of Pocket Pets but also includes reptiles, amphibians, arachnids, and the like. 
10 Pocket pets include such animals as: rabbits, guinea pigs, hamsters, gerbils, ferrets, mice, rats, and the like. 
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surrenders even though said category is supposed to include them. Ideally, this discrepancy is a 
simple oversight on the part of the Humane Society of Tampa Bay, resulting from the format of 
the statistics form used by the Hillsborough Animal Control Services. In contrast, this could be 
an intentional maneuver to make Hillsborough County appear to be in better condition than it 
truly is, possibly as a result of the county’s involvement in the ASPCA’s: Mission Orange 
initiative11.  
Data consistency issues also plague the data set on which the LRR is based, digitally 
recorded, and then maintained by Maddie’s Fund. The drastic change in reported numbers or the 
sudden altered shelter status makes including data reported by those locales complicated, if not 
impossible, without skewing the results. In fact, the Pennsylvania SPCA in Philadelphia County 
would have been included as another control group, in the statistical analysis that follows, had 
the figures not changed so significantly from 2009 to 2010: with intake levels jumping from 
approximating 7,600 to 27,500 and euthanasia going from about 1,900 to 10,719. Obviously, a 
systematic/organizational change in reporting had occurred in order to provoke such alteration. 
Nonetheless, such a significant change makes using said figures impossible.  
The Humane Society for Seattle-King County is an example of a shelter that changed its 
status (ie. from Traditional to Adoption Guarantee in 2009). This variable would again make 
including its data (even simply for the years designated as a Traditional Shelter) complicated, as 
the organization was most likely already taking steps towards becoming an Adoption Guarantee 
facility while under the former title. Such measures would most likely not be taken, or at least 
                                                             
11 ASPCA’s Mission: Orange initiative “targets specific cities across the country…[to]…focus intensive effort on 
humane care and protection. In each community, the ASPCA…[teams]  with local animal welfare groups 
committing funds (up to $600,000 in each city over three years), staff, extensive training, and a wealth of 
expertise” (ASPCA, 2007, p. 3). Tampa, FL was targeted as one of the first communities to be chosen receiving: 
“behavior assessment training to complement shelter adoption programs and efforts aimed at curbing the 
problem of pet overpopulation” (ASPCA, 2007, p. 4). 
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not be taken as aggressively, by a Traditional Shelter that has not committed to changing its 
status as a mandate; therefore, such actions would likely influence the results. Despite this, 
Maddie’s Fund still includes Seattle-King County’s statistics when it receives a request for data 
pertaining to Traditional Shelters. 
Even if all of the data were to be comparable in terms of how it is reported, recorded, 
maintained, and then later provided, there would still be issues of population bias. Since it is not 
mandatory that shelters use the LRR formula and abide by the standards set forth by the 
Asilomar Accords, self-selection bias becomes a recurring issue: shelters voluntarily choose to 
report their figures to Maddie’s Fund. In addition, there are significant financial incentives in 
place, meant to persuade shelters to partake in the program. For example, in August of 2010, the 
SPCA of Texas and the Dallas Animal Services were two of the shelters chosen in the Dallas 
region to share in a $40,000 grant provided by Maddie’s Fund (SPCA of Texas, 2013). 
Overall, I believe that the actual LRR formula is an appropriate outcome measurement, 
despite it lacking the qualities of a finely tuned tool that captures minute details. If left 
unchanged, the tool itself would not be inaccurate, but the formula would not be as inclusive, the 
data on which it is based would not be as detailed, and, therefore, as a whole, the LRR would not 
be as useful as it could be. Furthermore, the way the program in which the LRR is incased and 
being managed by Maddie’s Fund leaves a lot to be desired. More oversight is needed in order to 
ensure accurate and consistent reporting. Furthermore, greater attention needs to be given to how 
the datasets are grouped together/maintained. With time and a prohibitive amount of effort 
investigating the ins and outs of each county/shelter an individual researcher is capable of 
determining data comparability, but the task could be made significantly easier. 
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Diff-in-Diff Example Analysis: Methods 
As previously discussed, there are already multiple case studies examining the effects of 
low-cost spay/neuter programs on overpopulation/shelter intake levels, with inconsistent 
findings. Unfortunately, due to the complicated relationships between variables and the 
“diffusion of the impact of spay/neuter” programs on shelter intake, difficulty establishing this 
relationship is not unexpected (Frank & Carlisle-Frank, 2007, p. 745). However, this study takes 
a different direction, focusing on a topic that has not received as much attention within the realm 
of research.  
Working from the fixed effects model12, and due to the limited amount of available data 
given the requirements [to be discussed], a Difference-in-Differences13 analytical approach was 
used to examine whether there is relationship between shelter intake (as a dependent variable), 
and the presence of mandatory spay/neuter laws14 (as an explanatory variable). The regions that 
will be compared are Dallas (city), Texas, which has a mandatory spay/neuter law (see 
Attachment 3a/b), Hillsborough County, Florida, and Erie County, New York, both of which do 
not have mandatory spay/neuter laws. All three regions offer low-cost/free spay/neuter programs 
(see Attachment 4a/b/c for details), as is common practice.  
                                                             
12 Fixed effects model implement a quasi-experimental research design that enables a researcher to account for 
time invariant characteristics that could be related to a unit of observation. There is an assumption that these 
characteristics will continue to affect the observed unit in the same manner. (This is accomplished mathematically 
when the model is adjusted by each unit’s values, averaged across time). 
13 Difference in Difference is a quasi-experimental research design that enables a researcher to capture the 
treatment effect by observing two groups during two different time periods, in which one group is exposed to a 
treatment. The group that was not exposed to the treatment becomes the control group and the first period is the 
baseline for the treatment group. Comparing the differences, not only between time periods within each group 
but then said differences between the groups helps determine a causal relationship between the treatment and 
the observed unit of analysis. (This method maintains the same assumptions as the Ordinary Least Squares model). 
14 The analytical models used in this paper serve as examples to be follow-up on once more years of data 
become available. The results obtained represent possible correlations to be examined further once Maddie’s 
Fund and the LRR format has been used for a longer period of time and/or by a greater number of shelters. 
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The process of choosing these regions started by narrowing down the approximated 3,500 
shelters in the U.S. to those that chose to report their intake and disposition numbers to Maddie’s 
Fund. As previously mentioned, these shelters fill out the same forms and are supposed to abide 
by standardized definitions/practices; therefore, limiting the pool of organizations to this group 
was initially done with the intention of increasing data comparability. As of 2010, 491 shelters 
reported to Maddie’s Fund. Adoption Guarantee15 shelters were immediately excluded given that 
their “No Kill Policy” would skew the results, which left 175 Animal Control facilities16 and 35 
Traditional Animal Shelters17. Starting with the smaller of the two data sets, any shelter/area that 
did not report for the three years that Maddie’s Fund had archived (ie. 2008 – 2010) was 
eliminated. Regions that had more than one Traditional Shelter were also eliminated. This 
method narrowed the pool of Traditional Shelters down to thirteen. (The pool of Animal Control 
shelters would be determined by which Traditional Shelter regions were chosen, as will later be 
discussed). 
Of the thirteen Traditional Shelters, only one was located in a region where mandatory 
spay/neuter laws were present: the SPCA of Texas in Dallas; therefore, this region/shelter 
became the treatment group. According to Dallas City Ordinance 27250 Section 7-4.10, all dogs 
and cats over 6 months of age must be spayed/neuter, effective as of October 25th, 2008 
(American Legal Publishing Corporation, 2013). For this shelter, standardized data following the 
                                                             
15 Adoption Guarantee Shelters have what is commonly referred to as a “No Kill Policy”. These organizations save 
all healthy and treatable animals they accept into their facility. Euthanasia is only used as a last resort on animals 
that are deemed unhealthy/untreatable (Maddie's Fund). Note: This is often, but not always, accomplished 
through a Limited-Admissions policy whereby only animals determined to be adoptable are admitted. 
16 Animal Control Facilities are “municipal agencies or animal organizations that contract with local governments to 
provide animal control services” (Maddie's Fund). 
17 Traditional Animal Shelters are shelters that use humane euthanasia as one means of managing their population. 
The animals that are put down do not have to be considered unhealthy or untreatable (Maddie's Fund). 
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format set forth by Maddie’s Fund/Asilomar Accords, was only available for the years of 2007 
through 2011; therefore, this was the time-span set for the rest of the shelters. 
To find control group(s), the other twelve regions were compared to Dallas, Texas based 
on demographic information (ie. average income, education, population, ethnic/racial 
breakdown, poverty rate, age/gender breakdown, and home-ownership rate) (see Attachment 
5a/b/c). The regions that most closely resembled the treatment group were Hillsborough County, 
Florida, and Erie County, New York. The Traditional Shelters located in those regions were the 
Humane Society of Tampa Bay and the Erie County SPCA respectively. These three regions also 
had one shelter designated as an Animal Control facility: Hillsborough County Animal Services 
in Florida, Buffalo City Animal Shelter in NY, and Dallas Animal Services in Texas. The same 
Difference-in-Difference analytic approach was used to examine the possibility of a relationship 
between intake at these facilities and the presence of mandatory spay/neuter laws.  
The value of repeating the analysis with the Animal Control facilities is two-fold: first, it 
simply allows for more examples of the relationship to be examined. Second, although both 
Animal Control facilities and Traditional Shelters are considered open-admissions, there is a 
notable difference between these institutions that could be significant; Traditional Shelters will 
accept all animals that are brought to them, while Animal Control facilities are obligated to 
respond to complaints and enforce laws/ordinances that sometimes results in staff bringing 
animals into the shelter themselves. In other words, while the Traditional Shelter has a passive 
open-admissions policy, the Animal Control facility could be perceived as having an active 
open-admissions policy, or at least a mix both guidelines.  
Upon initial examination, the SPCA of Texas and the Humane Society of Tampa Bay, as 
well as their counties’ Animal Control facility counter-parts, appeared to be comparable in terms 
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of their intake ranges (see Attachment 6). Erie County’s Traditional and Animal Control 
facilities had similar intake ranges in total as Hillsborough and Dallas, but the break-downs of 
where the animals ended up were opposite of one another (see Attachment 6). In other words, a 
majority of Erie County’s animals went into the Traditional Shelter, where as more of the 
animals in the other two counties ended up in the Animal Control facility. Data was 
available/collected for the years of 2007 through 2011 for all six shelters. 
Prior to performing the Difference-in-Difference analysis, to confirm what previously 
published literature had stated, and to reanalyze the findings of a regression analysis performed 
for the thirteen Traditional Shelters (see Attachment 7a/b), a multivariate regression was run to 
determine the relationship between the LRR and Intake levels for the three Traditional and 
Animal Control facilities, and to examine the possibility of other influencing variables.  
 
Sources of Data 
The LRR and other pertinent shelter data were originally obtained from Maddie’s Fund.  
Information for years or specific data not included in Maddie’s Fund web-based archives was 
obtained from forms filled out by the shelters and maintained digitally by the Asilomar Accords 
website. In some cases, these forms had to be obtained from the shelters’ websites or directly 
from a staff member via email. The existence of mandatory spay/neuter laws was ascertained via 
the counties’ websites and by calling the county clerk’s office if the information was not found 
on the internet. The counties’ demographic information was obtained by the American 
Community Survey which is a searchable database available online.   
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Variables LRR
-0.000152***
(3.40e-05)
0.000197***
(4.68e-05)
9.97e-05
(5.90e-05)
0.000501***
(0.000141)
-0.00590
(0.00797)
0.902***
(0.0667)
Observations 15
R-squared 0.877
TRADITIONAL SHELTER '07-'11
Intake
Adoptions
Transfers
Return to Owners
Year
Constant
Variables LRR
-1.67e-05***
(2.26e-06)
-0.000119
(8.78e-05)
9.56e-05
(6.83e-05)
8.50e-05
(5.27e-05)
0.0305**
(0.0131)
0.598***
(0.0409)
Observations 15
R-squared 0.977
ANIMAL CONTROL 2007 - 2011
Intake
Adoptions
Transfers
Return to Owners
Year
Constant
Results 
 The Animal Control outputs reflect the findings stated by previous literature: that intake 
is the most significant variable when it comes to influencing the LRR, showing that the LRR is 
lowered by under 1% by each additional animal (see Table 1b). No other variable had a 
statistically significant relationship. On the other hand, the Traditional Shelter output tells a 
different story: although intake still has a statistically significant inverse relationship with the 
LRR, other variables, such as adoptions and the number of animals returned to their owners, are 
now producing a significant correlation as well (see Table 1a).With that said, although other 
variables demonstrate an influence on the LRR of Traditional Shelters, for the purposes of this 
paper, intake is the main variable of interest. Being able to affect intake at both Traditional and 
 
Table 1a/b 
Stata Regression: Determining Influencing Variables of the Live Release Rate (LRR) 
Dallas, TX; Hillborough County, FL; & Erie County, NY 
   a.           b. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Robust standard errors in parentheses  
    *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
 
Source: Tables/Regression are compiled from data provided by Maddie’s Fund, the Asilomar Accords, and the shelters’ websites. 
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Animal Control facilities is a means of addressing the problem of companion animal 
overpopulation through prevention, rather than attempting to deal with the over-abundance of 
animals after the fact.  
As was found in the cases that analyzed the impact of low-cost spay/neuter programs, 
there is a decrease in intake levels at Dallas’ Traditional Shelter prior to the enactment of the 
mandatory spay/neuter laws; however, this trend is not reflected by the intake levels at the 
Animal Control facility (see Figure 1). When looking at the Traditional Shelters of all three 
counties, there does not appear to a uniform trend (see Attachment 8). The intake levels at the 
Traditional Shelters of Hillsborough, Erie, and Dallas increased by 104%, and decreased by 10% 
and 62% respectively. When looking at the intake levels at the Animal Control facilities of 
Hillsborough, Erie, and Dallas there is a bit more uniformity as they all decreased, by 30%, 25%, 
and 13% respectively (see Attachment 9). 
 
 
Figure 1 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Graphs are compiled from data provided by Maddie’s Fund and the shelters’ websites. 
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Variables Intake
-4,506**
(1,399)
1,889
(1,472)
12,131***
(24.39)
118.0
(297.8)
1,729***
(485.6)
-14,864**
(6,359)
Observations 15
R-squared 0.943
TRADITIONAL SHELTER '07-'11
Law
Texas
Erie
Year
Human     
Population
Constant
Variables Intake
1,428
(2,740)
4,619*
(2,490)
-25,002***
(5,953)
-1,653**
(664.6)
-654.2
(1,823)
39,119
(22,267)
Observations 15
R-squared 0.976
ANIMAL CONTROL 2007 - 2011
Law
Texas
Erie
Year
Human     
Population
Constant
When the more robust and inclusive Difference-in-Difference regression analysis is 
performed, the significance of the law is split. As can be seen, the mandatory spay/neuter law 
appears to have a statistically significant negative relationship with intake for the Traditional 
Shelter, resulting in a 4,506 decline in levels (see Table 2a). (However, the coefficient for Law 
may be exaggerated due to the substantial increase in animals that the Humane Society of Tampa 
Bay experienced over the five year time span, which will be discussed in greater detail later on). 
On the other hand, when looking at Animal Control facilities, the law did not produce a 
statistically meaningful correlation with intake levels (see Table 2b).  
 
 
Table 2a/b   
Stata Regression: Impact & Significance of Mandatory Spay/Neuter Laws on Intake 
Effective as of 10/25/2008 in Dallas, TX 
a.           b. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Robust standard errors in parentheses 
      *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Note: Human population is in the 100,000. 
Source: Tables/Regression are compiled from data provided by Maddie’s Fund, Asilomar Accords, and the shelters’ websites. 
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As there were cases when the law did not appear to make a meaningful difference in 
preventing the problem, mandatory spay/neuter laws were also examined in terms of their impact 
on an individual animal’s chances of having a successful outcome as a function of intake (see 
Attachment 10 for variable explanations). A multivariate regression was conducted to determine 
whether the mandatory spay/neuter laws impacted the number of animals adopted, transferred to 
another organization, or returned to their owners out of all those that entered the shelter. As can be 
seen, the law increased an individual animal’s success rate by a little over 15% in the Traditional 
Shelter (see Table 3a). Unfortunately, the same could not be said for the Animal Control facility, 
which showed no statistically significant correlation between the variables (see Table 3b). 
The effect of the county’s demographics were also examined in terms of their effect on the 
Traditional Shelter’s intake: for every 100,000 people the chances of success decreased by 
approximately 1.6%, while every $10,000 gain in median household income resulted in an 
approximate 11.6% increase (see Table 3a). Surprisingly, a greater percentage of the population 
with a college degree (ie. Associate through Graduate/Professional) or increased home-ownership 
had a negative correlation with success rate (see Table 3a). On the other hand, there is a significant 
positive relationship between the percentage of individuals who define themselves as 
Hispanic/Latino, and an animal’s chances of a successful outcome (see Table 3a).  
When looking at the same demographic information in terms of the Animal Control 
facility’s intake levels, the outputs are slightly different. Human population is still significant, but 
appears to have a 2% increase in success rate for every 100,000 people (Table 3b). This statistically 
significant positive relationship was also seen with unemployment and poverty. As for the racial 
categories, the Hispanic/Latino group lost significance, while the black racial category produced 
a meaningful negative relationship with the animals’ success rate (see Table 3b). 
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Variables Success
0.152***
(0.0118)
-0.344***
(0.0924)
0.0685
(0.113)
0.0150***
(0.00539)
-0.015922**
(0.0075)
0.116***
(0.0317)
-0.543**
(0.243)
-2.085***
(0.516)
-0.819**
(0.335)
-0.370
(0.399)
1.293***
(0.467)
-0.857**
(0.411)
1.299***
(0.376)
Observations 128,105
R-squared 0.026
TRADITIONAL SHELTER '07-'11
Median Household 
Income
Law
Texas
Erie
Year
Human Population
Constant
Unemployment
Poverty
Home-ownership
Black
Hispanic or Latino
Degree
Variables Success
0.0256
(0.0402)
-0.394
(0.272)
0.877***
(0.280)
-0.00640
(0.00577)
0.0207***
(0.00694)
0.465***
(0.0647)
2.164***
(0.334)
1.269
(1.070)
-1.232***
(0.236)
-0.498**
(0.232)
1.602
(1.299)
-2.260***
(0.493)
-1.245***
(0.402)
Observations 272,652
R-squared 0.048
ANIMAL CONTROL 2007 - 2011
Constant
Unemployment
Poverty
Home-ownership
Black
Hispanic or Latino
Degree
Median Household 
Income
Law
Texas
Erie
Year
Human Population
Table 3a/b   
Stata Regression: Analyzing the Impact of the Mandatory Spay/Neuter Law on an 
Animal’s Likelihood of Having a Successful Outcome  
 
a.                b.    
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 
     *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 
Note: Human population is in the 100,000 and Median household income is in the $10,000. 
Source: Tables/Regression are compiled from data provided by Maddie’s Fund, Asilomar Accords, the shelters’ and the 
American Community Survey’s websites. 
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Discussion 
It should first be noted that even though the chosen regions are relatively comparable in 
terms of quantifiable demographic information, there is most likely a noticeable cultural 
difference between Dallas, TX., Hillsborough County, FL. and, Erie County, NY. One obvious 
difference between the regions that was not controlled for is the amount of outside aid each 
county received. Hillsborough, FL was selected to be a part of the ASPCA’s: Mission Orange 
three year initiative in 2007. In spite of the additional training, resources, and support, the 
Humane Society of Tampa Bay experienced a 104% increase in intake, amounting to an 
additional 4,255 animals. However, concurrently, the Hillsborough County Animal Services 
experienced a decrease in intake by more than 11,000 cats and dogs; therefore, an overall 
decrease in intake is seen after the ASPCA’s initial presence. One possible explanation for the 
divergent shelter trends is that the influx of resources and education provided by the ASPCA 
influenced people’s choice of shelter. In other words, individuals wanted to bring their animals to 
the Humane Society as opposed to the County Animal Services, believing that the animal had a 
better chance of success. 
Erie County, NY was chosen by Maddie’s Fund: The Pet Rescue Foundation to receive 
$501,550 to support the first of a multi-year initiative targeted at “guaranteeing a home for every 
healthy and treatable dog and cat abandoned in Erie County, NY”, beginning in October of 2009  
(Erie Co. SPCA, 2013). Additionally, $177,600 was provided for the sterilization of feral cats, 
and of cats owned by income-qualified residents. As goals were achieved, Maddie’s Fund 
provided up to $5 million over a five year period. Unfortunately, the long-term impact of the 
additional resources is difficult to determine (Erie Co. SPCA, 2013).  
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From 2007 to 2008, both the Erie Co. SPCA and the Buffalo City Animal Services 
experienced a decline in intake. Then, from 2008 to 2009 the intake levels rose most likely as a 
result of the recession, and then proceeded to drop again after 2009. It is also possible to argue 
that the trend was declining on its own, and that the 2008 rates were an anomaly due to 
extenuating circumstances. On the other hand, it could also be argued that without the infusion of 
aid, the intake rates would have continued to climb.  
Now, Dallas did receive a $40,000 grant from Maddie’s Fund in 2010, however, 
comparatively speaking this infusion could be considered minute, and could be one reason as to 
why Dallas demonstrated a worse overall Intake/LRR status (see Attachment 11). While a 
previously run multivariate regression showed that financial resources lacked a statistically 
significant relationship with LRR (see Attachment 7a), the regression was not run for intake. 
With that said, given that LRR and intake are so highly correlated, the notion that money would 
be meaningful for intake when this was not the case for LRR may be unfounded. 
Despite the fact that the Animal Control intake levels declined after the laws 
implementation, there was not a statistically significant relationship between intake and the law. 
A possible explanation could be due to the fact that the population of such facilities tend to made 
up of more strays, that are often not owned; therefore, a majority of the animals housed by 
Animal Control facilities are outside the purview of the law.  
Looking at the declining trend seen at the SPCA of Texas, it appears to have started prior 
to the law’s implementation, as noted is other studies regarding the effectiveness of low-cost 
spay/neuter programs. The decline in intake prior to the law’s enactment could be seen as 
progress already being made in the area of combating overpopulation, and the law was simply an 
attempt to prevent backslide. With that said, the above statements must be considered along with 
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the knowledge that the “before trend” is based on only 1.84 years of data. To truly determine a 
trend, more years of data prior to the law’s enactment would need to be included. Unfortunately, 
such information was not available at the time that this study was conducted.  
As previously mentioned, one of the most common arguments against spay/neuter laws is 
that they would result in more people abandoning their animals. With this perspective, the 
positive findings for Dallas’ Traditional Shelter after the mandatory spay/neuter law took effect 
could be interpreted as simply the result of less people bringing their animals into the facility, 
and possibly just letting them go/abandoning them. However, if this were the case, one would 
most likely see an increase in strays and, therefore, an increase in Animal Control’s intake, 
which is not demonstrated by the data. In fact, Dallas Animal Services experienced a decrease of 
4,087 animals brought into the facility from 2007 to 2011. 
 When looking at an animal’s success rate, a possible explanation for unemployment and 
poverty having a positive effect on Animal Control facilities, as opposed to Traditional shelters, 
could be found in the stringency of adoption policies/requirements. Humane societies tend to be 
more rigid when considering potential adopters/owners. If those who do not meet the 
occupational/financial standards set by the Traditional Shelters are able to adopt from the Animal 
Control facilities, then the above results would make sense. This would also explain the positive 
influence of human population on an animal’s success rate at an Animal Control facility, as 
greater population density occurs in urban areas, which experiences urban poverty, as will be 
discussed. If this is the case, however, the negative relationship between the percentage of the 
local population identifying themselves as black and successful outcomes would not make sense 
since there is a historical correlation between minority groups and poverty.  
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 Taking the above notion of leniency in adoption policies being the reason for how a 
positive relationship could exist between unemployment and an animal’s success rate within an 
Animal Control facility, another question to look into would be why. When initially considering 
those who are unemployed, one would not assume a decision to take on extra financial 
responsibilities would be made. However, the variable of unemployment does not take into 
consideration how long the person has been unemployed and what sort of resources the person 
has saved up. (In other words, it cannot be assumed that unemployment in analogous with 
poverty). Coming from this perspective, the positive correlation could make sense seeing as a 
person would be able to take comfort, during these times of stress, in the companionship an 
animal can provide. In addition, those who are unemployed would actually have more time to 
care for the animal, which could ultimately lead them to think that this would be a fortuitous time 
to get an animal. In fact, if the chosen animal is a puppy or other such animal that requires a lot 
of attention and possible training, especially during the initial period, this argument is very 
plausible.  
 The Traditional Shelter multivariate regression results between LRR, Intake, and other 
influencing variables support some of what existing literature states: the problem of 
overpopulation will not be solved with a single program, and communities/organizations need to 
deal with it on an individual basis (Wenstrup & Dowidchuk, 1999; White, Jefferson, & Levy, 
2010; ASPCA, 2013). With this in mind, it would behoove counties/shelters to perform a 
S.W.O.T.20 analyses to pinpoint their problem areas and target programs/resources accordingly.  
Despite the fact that the mandatory spay/neuter law does not have as great an impact on 
intake levels as is desired by individuals supporting this method for combating the 
                                                             
20 S.W.O.T. is an acronym for Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats. A S.W.O.T. analysis is a strategic tool 
used to determine the current state of the internal/external environments and future possibilities (Niven, 2008). 
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overpopulation problem, a 15% decrease in intake levels relegated even to a single category of 
shelters is meaningful; therefore, further investigation is warranted to determine whether the 
results seen in this paper would remain consistent when more data becomes available.  
 
Limitations 
 Although this research could have important implications for animal-related legislation 
and/or shelter/county initiatives, there are significant limitations to the study that should be 
addressed: 
 The data represents a very short time span of only five years. To know whether the 
findings are valid and have long-term effects, more years of data need to be included. 
Similarly, the data is limited to only one region with mandatory spay/neuter laws; these 
findings could only be reflective of Texas, or possibly only Dallas. Except for the fact 
that there was no known systematic bias in selecting Dallas, TX. as the treatment region, 
there is nothing to suggest that these findings can be applied to other shelters/regions. In 
order to increase their external validity, a diverse data set of shelters and regions that 
have implemented mandatory spay/neuter laws would need to be analyzed. 
 There was not enough data available prior to the implementation of the law to truly 
determine intake trends of the control and treatment groups. One to two years of data is 
not sufficient but, unfortunately, that is all the shelters had complied since the matrix is 
so new. 
 Although the LRR data reported to Maddie’s Fund was supposed to be standardized, as 
previously mentioned, this was not always the case concerning the statistics being report 
to the organization; therefore, the accuracy and comparability of the statistics was 
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compromised, and the entire purpose of relegating the choice of shelters to those that 
reported to the non-profit is called into question.  
 There were inconsistencies between the data reported on the forms, and the 
archived/searchable database maintained by Maddie’s Fund. For example, the 2010 total 
intake and total adoption statistics for the Dallas Animal Services were different by 28 
and 48 animals respectively, with Maddie’s database reporting the lower figures. 
 The LRR and intake levels only account for cats and dogs, as noted earlier. Many shelters 
take in a variety of animals that are overlooked by the current LRR; therefore, a fully 
inclusive picture of a shelter’s ability to handle the capacity of animals within its given 
region is not truly captured. Furthermore, the impact of a more diverse population on the 
LRR and/or the success rate of individual cats/dogs is not currently accounted/controlled 
for in the formula. 
Overall, The LRR is a relatively nascent concept/formula; therefore, there little data 
available in terms of the quantity of shelters that choose to gather and report such statistics, 
and in terms of the number of years from those who have chosen to participate. Keeping this 
issue in mind, any study surrounding the LRR would have to be exploratory in nature, as is 
the case of this capstone. The findings discussed here are not reflective of concrete facts on 
which wide-spread policy should be based, but rather provide guidance to point shelters and 
future researchers in a worthwhile direction.  
 
Future Implications/Recommendations  
In the world of academia, the obvious next steps, given the status of the results and this 
report, would be to say that further studies must be conducted. Unfortunately, in the real world, 
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this is not always a viable option; therefore, despite the statistically significant positive impact 
the mandatory spay/neuter law had on Dallas’ Traditional facility, I would not be able to 
recommend that a shelter spend its resources lobbying its local government to pass a similar law. 
To clarify, this perspective is not based on the belief that the same outcomes could not be 
produced; rather, it is simply that to determine such a decision on these results would be 
erroneous based on the numerous limitations and inconsistencies of the study.  
With that said, I believe that the findings are strong enough to justify a shelter funding a 
study of its own, or in collaboration with other organizations, to examine whether the effects of 
the law carry internal and external validity. This recommendation is significant beyond the realm 
of academia, due to the fact that nonprofits are often resistant to exhausting resources on 
activities that are not considered direct services (Smith, Bucklin & Associates, Inc., 2000)27. If 
these steps are taken, based on past studies, I would recommend that intake levels be broken 
down by species and intake type (ie. owner surrender, stray, etc). As previously mentioned, 
shelters could be experiencing more problems with some populations over others. If this is the 
case, the organization should be aware of the issue, so that the underlying causes can be found 
and programs directed accordingly. 
In regards to Maddie’s Fund, I would recommend multiple steps be taken to improve the 
LRR program, including: 
 Working in collaboration with other animal organizations and industry leaders to revise 
the LRR reporting form. An updated report should be more detailed by specifying intake 
type, as mentioned above, and more inclusive by taking into consideration species other 
                                                             
27 Direct services refers to deliverables, programs, initiatives, and the like that can clearly be linked to the 
organization’s target audience or client. For example, the primary clients for Humane Societies are the animals. 
The direct services/clients should be derived from an organization’s mission. 
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than cats/dogs. This would allow that organizations to determine from what segment of 
the population they are obtaining a majority of their animals and target programs 
accordingly.  
 Have a means of ensuring accuracy and comparability among the data. Without knowing 
the amount of resources available to Maddie’s Fund or it’s organizational structure, it is 
difficult to specify how such measures should be accomplished; however, having more 
detailed forms may be the first step. Perhaps, Maddie’s Fund could create its own shelter 
software, with portal access, to track animal statistics that could go hand-in-hand as part 
of the grants disseminated by the non-profit. This could streamline data generation and 
improve accuracy/consistency.  
 Although the following issue has little to do with this particular paper, as an overall 
suggestion, Maddie’s Fund should clearly, and in a meaningful/significant manner, 
separate Adoption Guarantee statistics from Traditional and Animal Control data. 
Maintaining this information within the same searchable database may cause the laymen 
to compare the LRR of different shelters types. Such comparisons could lead to bias and 
misunderstanding among a public that potentially does not realize the how/why Adoption 
Guarantee shelters are able to maintain their “no kill” status (ie. limiting admissions). 
This, in turn, could lead to Traditional Shelters being seen as failing to accomplish what 
so many other shelters have been able to (ie. the “no kill policy”). Segregating the 
Adoption Guarantee statistics from the other two types of shelters would help to convey 
that there is a fundamental difference in how/why such organization operate in the 
manner that they do. 
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Attachment 1 
Standardized Definitions: Taken directly from the Asilomar Accords 
A) Beginning Shelter Count (date): The number of dogs and cats in your shelter or in your care including fosters at the beginning of the 
reporting period. The reporting period is annual – either a calendar year or a fiscal year. (date) refers to the first day of the reporting period 
written in the following format: month/day/year. 
Intake (Live Dogs & Cats Only): This table only deals with live dogs and cats for which your shelter or animal group assumed responsibility. 
Dogs and cats categorized as "dead on arrival" or DOA are not included in these statistics. For intake animals, status is determined at the time 
paperwork is initiated. 
B) From the Public: The number of live dogs and cats your shelter or animal group received from the public. This includes dogs and cats turned 
in or surrendered by their owners/guardians; stray dogs and cats turned in by the public; stray dogs and cats picked up in the field; and dogs and 
cats impounded for cruelty investigation, custody care, and statutory/ordinance impoundment. 
C) Incoming Transfers from Organizations within Community/Coalition: The number of dogs and cats your shelter or animal group received 
from other animal organizations participating in your collaborative group. (This only applies if the reporting organization is working 
collaboratively with other shelters/groups in their area.) NOTE: On the community or coalition level, C (Incoming Transfers from Organizations 
within Community/Coalition) should equal J (Outgoing Transfers to Organizations within Community/Coalition).  
D) Incoming Transfers from Organizations outside Community/Coalition: The number of dogs and cats your shelter or animal group 
received from animal organizations that are not participating in your collaborative group. NOTE: If you are not part of a collaboration that is 
compiling statistics, then all your incoming transfers would be listed here. 
E) From Owners/Guardians Requesting Euthanasia: The number of dogs and cats turned in or surrendered to your shelter or animal group by 
their owners/guardians for the purpose of euthanasia. This includes all categories of dogs and cats (healthy, treatable-rehabilitatable, treatable-
manageable, unhealthy & untreatable). [See M, N, O, P for definitions of healthy, treatable-rehabilitatable, treatable-manageable, unhealthy & 
untreatable.] 
F) Total Intake: The sum of lines B through E. This includes all live dogs and cats for which your shelter or animal group assumed 
responsibility. 
G) Owner/Guardian Requested Euthanasia (Unhealthy & Untreatable Only): The number of unhealthy & untreatable dogs and cats your 
shelter or animal group euthanized at the request of their owners/guardians and the number of dogs and cats ordered to be euthanized by 
legislative, judicial or administrative action. Do not include any dogs and cats your shelter or animal group euthanized at the request of their 
owners/guardians and who were considered to be healthy, treatable-rehabilitatable or treatable-manageable at the time of death. [See M, N, O, P 
for definitions of healthy, treatable-rehabilitatable, treatable-manageable, unhealthy & untreatable.] 
H) Adjusted Total Intake: Lines F minus G. Total Intake minus the number of unhealthy & untreatable dogs and cats your shelter or animal 
group euthanized at the request of their owners/guardians. [See P for definition of unhealthy & untreatable category.] 
I) Adoptions: The number of dogs and cats your shelter or animal group placed with members of the public. Do not include dogs and cats in 
foster homes or dogs and cats transferred to other animal welfare organizations. 
J) Outgoing Transfers to Organizations within Community/Coalition: The number of dogs and cats your shelter or animal group turned over 
to other animal organizations within your collaborative group. (This only applies if the reporting organization is working collaboratively with  
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other shelters/groups in their area.) NOTE: On the community or coalition level, J (Outgoing Transfers to Organizations within 
Community/Coalition) should be equal to C (Incoming Transfers from Organizations within Community/Coalition). 
K) Outgoing Transfers to Organizations outside Community/Coalition: The number of dogs and cats your shelter or animal group turned 
over to animal organizations that are not part of your collaborative group. NOTE: If you are not part of a collaboration which is compiling 
statistics, then all your outgoing transfers would be listed here. 
L) Return to Owner/Guardian: The number of stray dogs and cats your shelter or animal group reunited with their owners/guardians and the 
number of dogs and cats reclaimed by their owners/guardians. 
Dogs & Cats Euthanized: The number of dogs and cats your shelter or animal group euthanized, broken down into the following categories: 
healthy; treatable-rehabilitatable; treatable-manageable; and unhealthy & untreatable. Dogs and cats are categorized at the time of euthanasia. 
[See M, N, O, P for definitions of healthy, treatable-rehabilitatable, treatable-manageable, unhealthy & untreatable.] 
M) Healthy (Includes Owner/Guardian Requested Euthanasia): The number of healthy dogs and cats that your shelter or animal group 
euthanized including the number of healthy dogs and cats your shelter or animal group euthanized at the request of their owners/guardians.[The 
term "healthy" means and includes all dogs and cats eight weeks of age or older that, at or subsequent to the time the animal is taken into 
possession, have manifested no sign of a behavioral or temperamental characteristic that could pose a health or safety risk or otherwise make the 
animal unsuitable for placement as a pet, and have manifested no sign of disease, injury, or congenital or hereditary condition that adversely 
affects the health of the animal or that is likely to adversely affect the animal's health in the future]. 
N) Treatable – Rehabilitatable (Includes Owner/Guardian Requested Euthanasia): The number of treatable – rehabilitatable dogs and cats 
that your shelter or animal group euthanized including the number of treatable – rehabilitatable dogs and cats your shelter or animal group 
euthanized at the request of their owners/guardians. (These conditions are generally considered to be curable.) [The term "treatable" means and 
includes all dogs and cats who are "rehabilitatable" and all dogs and cats who are "manageable." The term "rehabilitatable" means and includes 
all dogs and cats who are not "healthy," but who are likely to become "healthy," if given medical, foster, behavioral, or other care equivalent to 
the care typically provided to pets by reasonable and caring pet owners/guardians in the community]. 
O) Treatable – Manageable (Includes Owner/Guardian Requested Euthanasia): The number of treatable – manageable dogs and cats that 
your shelter or animal group euthanized including the number of treatable – manageable dogs and cats your shelter or animal group euthanized at 
the request of their owners/guardians. (These conditions are generally considered to be chronic.) [The term "treatable" means and includes all 
dogs and cats who are "rehabilitatable" and all dogs and cats who are "manageable." The term "manageable" means and includes all dogs and cats 
who are not "healthy" and who are not likely to become "healthy," regardless of the care provided; but who would likely maintain a satisfactory 
quality of life, if given medical, foster, behavioral, or other care, including long-term care, equivalent to the care typically provided to pets by 
reasonable and caring pet owners/guardians in the community; provided, however, that the term "manageable" does not include any dog or cat 
who is determined to pose a significant risk to human health or safety or to the health or safety of other animals]. 
P) Unhealthy & Untreatable (Includes Owner/Guardian Requested Euthanasia):  The number of unhealthy & untreatable dogs and cats that 
your shelter or animal group euthanized including the number of unhealthy & untreatable dogs and cats your shelter or animal group euthanized 
at the request of their owners/guardians and the number of dogs and cats ordered to be euthanized by legislative, judicial or administrative action. 
[The term "Unhealthy and Untreatable" means and includes all dogs and cats who, at or subsequent to the time they are taken into possession, (1) 
have a behavioral or temperamental characteristic that poses a health or safety risk or otherwise makes the animal unsuitable for placement as a 
pet, and are not likely to become "healthy" or "treatable" even if provided the care typically provided to pets by reasonable and caring pet 
owners/guardians in the community; or (2) are suffering from a disease, injury, or congenital or hereditary condition that adversely affects the 
animal's health or is likely to adversely affect the animal's health in the future, and are not likely to become "healthy" or "treatable" even if  
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provided the care typically provided to pets by reasonable and caring pet owners/guardians in the community; or (3) are under the age of eight 
weeks and are not likely to become "healthy" or "treatable," even if provided the care typically provided to pets by reasonable and caring pet 
owners/guardians in the community]. 
Q) Total Euthanasia: Sum of lines M through P. This includes all dogs and cats your shelter or animal group euthanized (Healthy, Treatable – 
Rehabilitatable, Treatable – Manageable, and Unhealthy & Untreatable). [See M, N, O, P for definitions of healthy, treatable-rehabilitatable, 
treatable-manageable, unhealthy & untreatable.] 
R) Owner/Guardian Requested Euthanasia (Unhealthy & Untreatable Only): The number of unhealthy & untreatable dogs and cats that 
your shelter or animal group euthanized at the request of their owners/guardians and the number of dogs and cats ordered to be euthanized by 
legislative, judicial or administrative action. Do not include any dogs and cats your shelter or animal group euthanized at the request of their 
owners/guardians and who were considered to be healthy, treatable-rehabilitatable or treatable-manageable at the time of death. [See M, N, O, P 
for definitions of healthy, treatable-rehabilitatable, treatable-manageable, unhealthy & untreatable.] 
S) Adjusted Total Euthanasia: Total Euthanasia minus Owner/Guardian Request Euthanasia (Unhealthy & Untreatable Only). [See P for 
definition of unhealthy & untreatable category.] 
T) Subtotal Outcomes: Sum of lines I through L plus S. This includes the number of dogs and cats that your shelter or animal group adopted, 
transferred, returned to owner/guardian. Do not include the number of dogs and cats who died or were lost while in your shelter or in your care or 
the number of unhealthy & untreatable dogs and cats that your shelter or animal group euthanized at the request of their owners/guardians or the 
number of dogs and cats ordered to be euthanized by legislative, judicial or administrative action. [See P for definition of unhealthy & untreatable 
category.] 
U) Died or Lost in Shelter/Care: The number of dogs and cats for which your shelter or animal group assumed responsibility and who died or 
could not be accounted for. This includes the number of dogs and cats who died of medical complications (and were not euthanized), died in 
foster care or in transit, or were lost or stolen from the shelter. 
V) Total Outcomes: Sum of lines T and U. This is the total number of dog and cat outcomes which includes the number of dogs and cats your 
shelter or animal group adopted, transferred, returned to owner/guardian plus the number of dogs and cats for which your shelter or animal group 
assumed responsibility and who died of medical complications (and were not euthanized) or were lost or stolen (from the shelter or foster care). 
Total outcomes do not include the number of unhealthy & untreatable dogs and cats that your shelter or animal group euthanized at the request of 
their owners/guardians or the number of dogs and cats ordered to be euthanized by legislative, judicial or administrative action. [See P for 
definition of unhealthy & untreatable category.] 
W) Ending Shelter Count (date): The number of dogs and cats in your shelter or in your care including fosters at the end of the reporting 
period. The reporting period is annual – either a calendar year or a fiscal year. (date) refers to the last day of the reporting period written in the 
following format: month/day/year. 
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Maddie’s Fund Form  
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Attachment 3a 
Dallas City Ordinance: Taken directly from the American Legal Publishing Corp. (2013) 
 
ORDINANCE 27250 
SEC. 7-4.2.   REGISTRATION OF DOGS AND CATS. 
   (a)   An owner of a dog or cat commits an offense if: 
      (1)   the dog or cat is not currently registered with the city under this article; 
      (2)   the dog or cat is not wearing a collar or harness with a current registration tag issued by the director or an authorized  
registrar securely attached to it; or 
      (3)   the owner fails to show a current registration receipt and registration tag for the dog or cat upon request by the director or  
a peace officer. 
   (b)   It is a defense to prosecution under Subsection (a) that: 
      (1)   the dog or cat was under four months of age; 
      (2)   the dog or cat was being held for sale by a retail pet store or for adoption by animal services or an animal welfare  
organization; or 
      (3)   the owner of the dog or cat has resided in the city less than 30 days. 
   (c)   To obtain a registration receipt and registration tag for a dog or cat, the owner must present the dog's or cat's current  
certificate of vaccination (or proof that the dog or cat was not vaccinated due to health reasons as verified by a licensed 
veterinarian) to the director or an authorized registrar and pay to the director or authorized registrar the annual 
registration fee. No refund of the annual registration fee will be made. 
   (d)   The annual registration fee is: 
      (1)   $7 for a spayed or neutered dog or cat; and 
      (2)   $30 for an unspayed or unneutered dog or cat; only an animal described in Section 7-4.10(b) may be registered as an  
unspayed or unneutered dog or cat. 
   (e)   No fee is required for the registration of a dog or cat that is: 
      (1)   used as a service animal; or 
      (2)   spayed or neutered and owned by and residing with a person who is over 65 years of age, except that no more than three  
dogs, cats, or combination of dogs and cats may be registered under this paragraph. 
   (f)   Upon presentation of a current certificate of vaccination (or proof that the dog or cat was not vaccinated due to health  
reasons as verified by a licensed veterinarian) and upon payment of the appropriate registration fee or submission of 
proof of exemption from the fee under Subsection (e), the director or authorized registrar will issue a registration 
receipt and registration tag to the owner that will be valid for one year after the date of issuance. The registration tag 
must indicate the year of registration, whether the animal is sterilized or unsterilized, and such other information as 
determined by the director. 
   (g)   If the director does not receive payment of the initial registration fee for a dog or cat within 45 days after notifying the  
owner to register the dog or cat, a $10 late fee will be added to the registration fee.  If the director does not receive an 
application for renewal of a registration within 45 days after the expiration of the registration, a $10 late fee will be 
added to the registration fee. 
   (h)   The registration receipt and registration tag are specific to the animal for which they were issued and are not transferable to  
another animal. 
   (i)   If a registration tag is lost or mutilated, a duplicate registration tag may be purchased from the director or an authorized  
registrar for a fee of $5.  (Ord. Nos. 26024; 27250) 
 
Sec. 7-4-10 RESTRICTIONS ON UNSTERILIZED DOGS AND CATS. 
   (a)   An owner of a dog or cat commits an offense if the animal is not spayed or neutered. 
   (b)   It is a defense to prosecution under Subsection (a) that: 
      (1)   the animal is under six months of age; 
      (2)   a licensed veterinarian certifies that the dog or cat should not be spayed or neutered for health reasons or is permanently  
non-fertile; 
      (3)   the animal is being held for sale by a retail pet store or for adoption by animal services or an animal welfare  
organization; 
      (4)   the animal is a competition cat or competition dog; 
      (5)   the animal is a service animal; or 
      (6)   the owner holds a valid intact animal permit issued under Section 7-4.11 of this chapter for the animal.  (Ord. 27250, sec.  
7-4.10 eff. 10-25-08) 
 
SEC. 7-4.11.   INTACT ANIMAL PERMIT. 
   (a)   A person commits an offense if he breeds a dog or cat without a valid intact animal permit for the dog or cat.  A separate  
permit is required for each dog or cat that the person keeps unsterilized for breeding purposes. 
   (b)   An intact animal permit may only be issued for a dog or cat: 
      (1)   that is currently in compliance with the vaccination requirements of Section 7-4.1 of this chapter; 
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      (2)   that is currently in compliance with the registration requirements of Section 7-4.2 of this chapter; 
      (3)   that is injected with a microchip implant and registered with a national registry for purposes of identification and/or  
recovery of the animal by its owner, unless a licensed veterinarian certifies that the dog or cat should not be injected 
with a microchip implant for health reasons; 
      (4)   whose owner: 
         (A)   is a member of a purebred dog or cat club, approved by the director, that maintains and enforces a code of ethics for  
breeding that includes restrictions on breeding dogs and cats with genetic defects and life threatening health problems 
common to the breed; or 
         (B)   has, at the owner's expense, satisfactorily completed a course on responsible pet ownership offered by the city or  
otherwise approved by the director. 
   (c)   To obtain an intact animal permit, a person must submit an application to the director (on a form provided by the director  
for that purpose) and pay an annual intact animal permit fee of $70. The intact animal permit application must include: 
      (1)   the name, address, and telephone number of the applicant; 
      (2)   the location where the dog or cat is harbored; 
      (3)   a description of the dog or cat; 
      (4)   proof that the animal is qualified for an intact animal permit under Subsection (b) of this section; and 
      (5)   any other information determined necessary by the director for the enforcement and administration of this section. 
   (d)   An intact animal permit expires one year after the date of issuance and may be renewed by applying in accordance with  
Subsection (c) of this section. If the director does not receive an application for a permit renewal within 45 days after 
the expiration of the permit, a $10 late fee will be added to the permit fee. 
   (e)   An intact animal permit is not transferable. 
   (f)   A permittee commits an offense if he allows a permitted female dog or cat to have more than one litter during the permit  
term. 
   (g)   It is a defense to prosecution under Subsection (f) that the permittee: 
      (1)    received written authorization from the director under Subsection (h) of this section to allow the female dog or cat to  
have two litters during the permit term; and 
      (2)   did not allow the female dog or cat to have more than the number of litters authorized by the director for the permit term. 
   (h)    Upon request of a permittee, the director may, in writing, authorize the permittee to allow a permitted female dog or cat to  
have two litters during the permit term if the permittee establishes, according to regulations adopted by the director, 
that: 
      (1)   having two litters during the permit term is required to: 
         (A)   protect the health of the female dog or cat; or 
         (B)   avert a substantial economic loss to the permittee; or 
      (2)   previously in the permit term, the female dog's or cat's litter was euthanized or did not survive for other reasons. 
   (i)   A permittee commits an offense if the permittee: 
      (1)   allows the offspring of a female dog or cat for which he holds an intact animal permit to be sold, adopted, or otherwise  
transferred, regardless of compensation, before the offspring have reached at least eight weeks of age and have been 
vaccinated against common diseases; 
      (2)   fails to prominently display the intact animal permit number on any advertisement by the permittee for the sale,  
adoption, or other transfer of any dog or cat, regardless of compensation; or 
      (3)    sells, adopts, or otherwise transfers any dog or cat, regardless of compensation and fails to: 
         (A)    include a statement signed by the permittee attesting to knowledge of the animal's health and immunization history;  
         (B)   prominently display the intact animal permit number on any sales receipt or transfer document; 
         (C)   provide the intact animal permit number to any person who purchases, adopts, or receives any dog or cat from the  
permittee; 
         (D)   provide written information regarding the vaccination, registration, and sterilization requirements of this chapter  
applicable to the dog or cat; or 
         (E)   provide to the director (on a form provided by the director for that purpose) the name, address, and telephone number  
of the dog's or cat's new owner within five days after the date of the sale, adoption, or other transfer of the animal. 
   (j)   The director shall deny or revoke an intact animal permit if the director determines that the applicant or permittee: 
      (1)   failed to comply with any provision of this chapter; or 
      (2)    intentionally made a false statement as to a material matter on the intact animal permit application. 
   (k)    If the director denies or revokes an intact animal permit, the director shall notify the applicant or permittee in wri ting of  
the action and a statement of the right to an appeal.  The applicant or permittee may appeal the decision of the director 
to the permit and license appeal board in accordance with Section 2-96 of this code.  The filing of an appeal stays an 
action of the director in revoking the permit until the permit and license appeal board makes a final decision.  (Ord. 
27250, sec. 7-4.11 eff. 10-25-08)   
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Attachment 3b 
Dallas City Ordinance Summary: Taken directly from Dallas Animal Advocates (2010) 
 
Spayed, Neutered and Intact Animals  
 
All dogs and cats in the City of Dallas must be spayed or neutered, with the following 
exceptions: dogs and cats under six (6) months of age; dogs and cats unable to be spayed or 
neutered for health reasons; service or assistance dogs helping disabled persons or assisting law 
enforcement; a purebred dog or cat that competes in confirmation, obedience & agility events; 
dogs and cats for adoption by Dallas Animal Services or other animal welfare groups or for sale 
in licensed retail pet stores; and animals for which the owner has an Intact Animal Permit. 
Anyone can get an Intact Animal Permit as long as he or she complies with the following: the 
dog or cat is registered with the City; the dog or cat has been micro chipped; the owner either (a) 
is a member of a recognized purebred dog or cat breeding club that maintains and enforces a 
code of ethics for dog and cat breeding or (b) completes the CityвЂ™s course on 
вЂњResponsible Pet Ownership.вЂќ The cost of an Intact Animal Permit is $70 per animal per 
year, in addition to the $30 annual registration fee. (Section 7-4.10, effective Oct. 25, 2008)  
Pet Registration  
All dogs and cats must be vaccinated for rabies and wear a City of Dallas registration tag. To 
obtain a registration tag, have your pet vaccinated by a veterinarian and present the Rabies 
Certificate at Dallas Animal Services (DAS), or ask your veterinarian if he/she provides this 
service. The annual registration fee is $7 for spayed or neutered animals, or $30 for unaltered 
animals. If your pet is not spayed or neutered, you must also obtain a special Intact Animal 
Permit that costs $70 per pet per year. Residents age 65 and older may obtain registration for free 
for as many as three (3) altered pets. (Section 7-4.2) 
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 Attachment 4a  
Dallas, TX. Low-Cost Spay/Neuter Programs (SPCA of Texas, 2013) 
 
 Three locations available to Dallas residents: 
o Village Fair Spay/Neuter Clinic @ Village Fair – South Dallas 
o Myron K. Martin Spay/Neuter & Wellness Clinic – West Dallas 
o Russell H. Perry Spay/Neuter & Wellness Clinic – McKinney, TX. 
 All three locations have the same pricing scale. 
 
 
Canine Spay (Female) 
All prices include post-operative pain control 
Canine Neuter (Male) 
All prices include post-operative pain control 
Weight Range Cost Weight Range Cost 
 3-24 lbs  $65  3-24 lbs  $60 
 25-49 lbs  $77  25-49 lbs  $66 
 50-69 lbs  $89  50-69 lbs  $82 
 70-99 lbs  $114 70-99 lbs   $104 
 100 lbs & up  $136  100 lbs & up  $125 
 Feline Spay (Female) 
All prices include post-operative pain control 
Feline Neuter (Male) 
All prices include post-operative pain control  
Feline Spay  $58  Feline Neuter  $53 
 For your pet's safety, all animals 5 yrs & older will receive pre-Anesthesia blood work at a cost of $60. 
 If the pet you bring in to be spayed or neutered is pregnant, in heat or is a cryptorchid male (un-
descended testicles), you may be charged additional fees ranging from $22 to $60. 
 
Required Vaccinations (or proof of) for Surgery Patients: 
  Cost 
Rabies (Canines & Felines) $10 
Distemper/Parvo (Canines) $12 
FVRCP (Felines) $12 
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Attachment 4b 
Hillsborough Co., FL. Low-Cost Spay/Neuter Programs (Humane Society: Tampa Bay, 2013) 
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Attachment 4c 
Erie Co., NY. Low-Cost Spay/Neuter Programs (OperationPets, 2009) 
 
DOG SPAY/NEUTER 
Maximum Weight:...........65 lbs. 
Minimum Age:................12 weeks 
Maximum Age:.................5 years 
 
Income Qualified Owners – Includes: 
1. Routine Spay/Neuter  
2. Rabies Vaccine 
3. DA2PPV Vaccine (parvo-distemper) 
4. Advantage Flea Control 
 
$ 85.00 
• Pit and Pit Mixes Dogs 
 
$100.00 
• All Other Breeds 
 
Rescue Partners 
$ 85.00 
• Pit and Pit Mixes 
• Male Dogs  
• Female Dogs under 6 Month old 
 
$100.00 
• Female Dogs  
over 6 month old 
 
Dogs over six months old will not receive a 
worming treatment.  
 
Dogs under six months old will be offered 
an optional worming treatment at an 
additional cost of$10.00 (treats 
roundworms, hookworms and 
whipworms). 
  CAT SPAY/NEUTER 
Minimum Age:......12 weeks 
Minimum Weight:...3 lbs. 
Maximum Age:.......5 years 
 
$65.00 Includes  
1. Routine Spay/Neuter  
2. Rabies Vaccine 
3. FVRCP Vaccine (distemper) 
4. Revolution (kills fleas; prevents heartworm; 
treats ear mites, roundworms and hookworms) 
 
Surgery & vaccines are $55.00 
Revolution is $10.00 
 
Additional fee is required for tapeworms (Droncit 
injection) 
 
We do not FIV/FeLV test feral, free roaming or 
barn cats.  
 
Privately owned pets can be FIV/FeLV tested for 
$45. 
 
FIV/FeLV testing is available (with no price 
increase) for our approved rescue partners. 
Additional fees are required for non-routine procedures: 
• Dogs over 65 lbs. 
• Obese 
• Pregnant 
• In Heat 
• Cryptorchid (undescended testicles) 
• Pyometra (pus-filled uterus) 
• Umbilical Hernia Repair 
  
Friends of Animals - Spay/Neuter 
Certificate                   Cost 
Female Cat Spay  $65.00 
Male Cat Neuter  $51.00 
Female Dog Spay  $90.00 
Male Dog Neuter  $64.00 
* These certificates are accepted by 
OperationPets (Friends of Animals, 2003). 
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Attachment 4c (con’t) 
 
SPAY & NEUTER ASSISTANCE 
 
For Erie County Residents 
Medicaid Qualified Cat Owners 
Feral Cats Caregivers 
 
www.maddieseriecounty.org 
 
Dave Duffield and his wife, Cheryl, created Maddie’s Fund® in 
memory of their beloved Miniature Schnauzer, Maddie. This family foundation helps fund the 
creation of a no-kill nation where all healthy and treatable shelter dogs and cats are 
guaranteed a loving home. The Maddie’s® Spay/Neuter Project in Erie County is an outreach 
program funded by Maddie’s Fund.  Spay/neuter surgery is available for just $10.00. 
 
*** QUALIFICATIONS *** Erie County Resident: Medicaid Recipient (or) Feral 
Colony Caregiver (restrictions may apply) 
Please Call Participating Clinics Below for Information 
 
Operation PETS  
The Spay Neuter Clinic of WNY 
3443 South Park Avenue 
Lackawanna, NY 14219 
716-783-8998 
www.operationpets.org 
 
Akron Animal Hospital 
12638 Main Rd, Route 5 
Akron, NY 14001 
716-542-2208 
www. akronanimalhospital.com 
 
All Creatures Animal Hospital 
6429 Transit Road 
East Amherst, NY 14051 
716-636-3600 
www.allcreaturesanimalhospital.org 
 
Aurora Pet Hospital 
410 Olean Road 
East Aurora, NY 14052 
716.655.0305 
www.aurorapethospital.com 
 
Buffalo Small Animal Hospital 
243 South Elmwood Ave 
Buffalo, NY 14201 
716-852-1112 
 
 
 
Cheektowaga Veterinary Hospital 
957 Dick Road 
Cheektowaga, NY 14225 
716-634-8736 
www.cheektowagavet.com 
 
City Creatures Animal Hospital 
2113 Delaware Avenue 
Buffalo, NY 14216 
716-873-7000 
www.citycreaturesbuffalo.com 
 
Ellicott Small Animal Hospital 
517 Ellicott Street 
Buffalo, NY 14203 
716-852-8276 
www. ellicottsmallanimalhospital.com 
 
Kenmore Animal Hospital 
1231 Kenmore Ave  
Kenmore, NY 14217 
716-200-4897 
 
McClelland Small Animal Hospital 
455 Ellicott Street 
Buffalo, NY 14203 
716-847-0181 
 
Transit Valley Animal Hospital 
7591 Transit Road 
East Amherst, NY 14051 
716-688-1737 
www.tvah.aahavet.org
2011 3,880,244 68,152 50,770 10% 15% 62%
2010 3,817,117 68,074 50,410 11% 14% 63%
2009 4,023,132 70,599 53,284 10% 13% 65%
2008 3,954,598 75,216 56,499 5% 11% 68%
2007 3,880,181 72,563 54,730 5% 11% 68%
2006 3,768,123 72,830 54,111 4% 11% 68%
2011 1,529,875 91,990 67,558 10% 12% 53%
2010 1,510,271 88,659 67,169 12% 12% 53%
2009 1,491,482 89,361 68,405 11% 10% 54%
2008 1,474,368 91,852 70,395 7% 10% 56%
2007 1,464,202 89,572 68,740 6% 10% 57%
2006 1,457,426 85,315 66,056 7% 10% 57%
2011 421,898 74,461 53,179 13% 15% 47%
2010 415,057 74,682 54,534 11% 14% 51%
2009 410,370 75,256 58,448 13% 14% 50%
2008 408,238 77,376 59,375 10% 11% 52%
2007 407,637 77,615 57,056 8% 10% 51%
2006 410,206 78,013 56,238 10% 9% 56%
2011 1,809,378 114,647 84,895 10% 10% 57%
2010 1,781,642 109,698 85,002 11% 10% 57%
2009 1,784,642 109,569 85,215 10% 8% 59%
2008 1,764,499 116,079 88,846 6% 7% 60%
2007 1,748,976 110,922 84,360 5% 8% 61%
2006 1,731,281 107,186 82,235 6% 8% 61%
2011 488,116 79,708 61,020 10% 11% 60%
2010 483,878 75,111 59,055 12% 13% 60%
2009 472,102 80,428 62,368 10% 9% 61%
2008 466,741 83,539 62,238 6% 10% 64%
2007 464,435 81,952 62,399 5% 8% 62%
2006 466,891 79,644 62,695 6% 9% 64%
2011 1,267,775 65,310 46,761 11% 16% 60%
2010 1,229,226 64,380 46,117 13% 15% 61%
2009 1,195,317 64,664 47,168 12% 13% 61%
2008 1,180,784 68,723 49,766 7% 12% 63%
2007 1,174,727 69,630 50,572 7% 10% 66%
2006 1,157,738 66,461 48,073 5% 11% 66%
2011 918,028 63,174 47,533 9% 13% 65%
2010 919,040 60,345 46,816 10% 12% 65%
2009 909,247 62,036 46,832 9% 12% 66%
2008 909,845 62,896 48,522 6% 12% 66%
2007 913,338 61,752 45,076 7% 12% 66%
2006 921,390 58,377 43,706 6% 13% 66%
2011 745,625 66,982 50,204 8% 14% 64%
2010 744,344 65,982 49,532 9% 13% 66%
2009 733,703 66,300 50,265 8% 12% 67%
2008 732,762 66,712 51,762 6% 12% 68%
2007 729,681 64,666 49,967 7% 12% 67%
2006 730,807 62,996 48,513 7% 12% 68%
2011 537,602 56,888 40,602 11% 16% 62%
2010 535,153 53,291 40,618 12% 15% 63%
2009 532,562 56,340 41,426 13% 14% 62%
2008 534,626 57,973 45,047 8% 13% 64%
2007 538,104 58,425 43,939 8% 12% 66%
2006 542,237 55,538 41,848 7% 13% 66%
2011 1,536,471 50,477 34,207 17% 25% 54%
2010 1,526,006 49,307 34,400 16% 24% 54%
2009 1,547,297 52,907 37,047 14% 22% 55%
2008 1,447,395 50,618 36,976 10% 22% 56%
2007 1,449,634 50,273 35,365 11% 20% 57%
2006 1,448,394 47,417 34,097 12% 22% 58%
2011 1,223,378 66,470 40,585 10% 20% 44%
2010 1,197,816 63,928 40,650 10% 19% 43%
2009 1,299,590 66,332 39,829 9% 19% 45%
2008 1,227,082 67,369 40,796 6% 18% 46%
2007 1,240,044 67,613 40,986 6% 17% 47%
2006 1,192,538 65,222 39,379 8% 18% 47%
2011 76,503 52,145 36,627 11% 23% 54%
2010 75,568 49,939 35,156 14% 22% 53%
2009 73,933 57,668 38,314 12% 19% 62%
2008 73,839 55,059 40,369 7% 18% 58%
2007 69,335 56,730 34,720 7% 17% 58%
2006 68,158 54,998 36,866 6% 16% 58%
2011 473,761 61,166 49,078 12% 14% 64%
2010 471,221 60,084 47,039 11% 14% 63%
2009 468,684 59,808 44,719 10% 14% 65%
2008 462,677 63,245 48,395 6% 13% 65%
2007 456,175 60,386 46,382 7% 12% 66%
2006 446,706 56,715 43,583 6% 12% 66%
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2011 83.8% 5.9% 2.5% 4.4% 0.4% 6.0% 30.0%
2010 83.3% 6.0% 2.4% 4.3% 0.4% 6.5% 29.7%
2009 84.2% 5.5% 2.6% 3.8% 0.3% 6.4% 31.8%
2008 84.3% 5.1% 2.5% 3.5% 0.3% 6.8% 31.0%
2007 81.1% 5.0% 2.3% 3.5% 0.3% 10.2% 30.5%
2006 82.0% 4.8% 2.2% 3.5% 0.3% 9.6% 30.0%
2011 50.9% 13.8% 1.4% 29.3% 1.5% 9.2% 22.8%
2010 49.9% 14.0% 2.0% 29.1% 1.5% 9.8% 22.6%
2009 50.4% 14.1% 1.6% 27.5% 1.2% 10.9% 21.9%
2008 51.6% 14.2% 1.7% 26.8% 1.1% 9.7% 21.8%
2007 51.0% 14.3% 1.5% 26.5% 1.0% 9.9% 21.4%
2006 48.5% 14.2% 1.5% 26.0% 1.2% 12.7% 21.4%
2011 75.9% 3.6% 1.5% 8.0% 0.9% 13.6% 56.1%
2010 80.4% 3.8% 2.8% 8.0% 1.0% 8.5% 55.5%
2009 76.3% 4.2% 2.1% 7.5% 0.6% 13.2% 53.9%
2008 76.5% 3.9% 1.5% 7.8% 0.6% 13.6% 53.2%
2007 64.2% 4.0% 1.4% 7.6% 0.7% 25.7% 52.2%
2006 67.1% 4.0% 1.8% 7.8% 0.7% 22.5% 51.5%
2011 54.9% 3.5% 1.3% 34.8% 0.9% 9.3% 27.2%
2010 53.6% 3.2% 1.2% 34.8% 0.8% 11.1% 27.0%
2009 54.1% 3.3% 1.3% 33.3% 0.6% 12.1% 26.3%
2008 54.9% 3.3% 1.1% 32.7% 0.5% 11.1% 26.0%
2007 56.3% 3.3% 1.1% 32.3% 0.6% 10.2% 25.7%
2006 53.9% 3.1% 1.1% 31.5% 0.6% 13.4% 25.7%
2011 84.1% 2.3% 2.5% 5.6% 0.6% 8.9% 25.4%
2010 85.7% 2.3% 2.4% 5.1% 0.6% 7.0% 25.0%
2009 85.4% 2.3% 2.5% 5.3% N 7.7% 23.6%
2008 85.6% 2.4% 2.2% 5.0% 0.5% 7.9% 23.2%
2007 82.1% 2.1% 2.1% 4.9% 0.4% 12.5% 22.6%
2006 81.3% 2.0% 1.8% 5.1% 0.3% 12.2% 22.0%
2011 74.4% 18.2% 1.3% 4.2% 0.2% 4.7% 25.1%
2010 75.2% 18.1% 1.8% 4.1% 0.3% 3.4% 25.1%
2009 76.5% 18.1% 1.1% 3.8% 0.1% 2.7% 23.4%
2008 78.8% 16.9% 0.8% 3.6% 0.1% 2.1% 22.8%
2007 76.2% 16.6% 0.8% 3.5% 0.0% 4.8% 22.4%
2006 76.0% 16.5% 0.8% 3.4% 0.1% 5.3% 22.1%
2011 81.6% 14.4% 1.2% 3.1% 0.0% 2.2% 4.7%
2010 82.1% 14.3% 1.2% 3.1% N 1.7% 4.6%
2009 82.4% 14.3% 1.0% 2.3% N 1.5% 4.0%
2008 82.3% 14.1% 1.0% 2.2% N 1.5% 3.9%
2007 82.5% 14.2% 0.9% 2.2% N 1.9% 3.7%
2006 82.5% 14.4% 0.9% 2.1% N 1.6% 3.6%
2011 78.4% 16.8% 0.8% 3.9% 0.1% 3.0% 7.5%
2010 78.5% 16.3% 0.9% 3.7% 0.1% 2.8% 7.3%
2009 79.9% 15.6% 0.6% 3.2% N 2.5% 6.2%
2008 80.0% 15.6% 0.6% 3.3% 0.1% 2.4% 6.0%
2007 80.2% 15.3% 0.6% 3.2% 0.1% 2.5% 5.8%
2006 80.8% 15.2% 0.6% 3.3% N 1.9% 5.7%
2011 76.1% 22.3% 0.6% 2.2% N 0.9% 2.4%
2010 75.8% 22.4% 1.0% 2.3% N 1.2% 2.3%
2009 77.5% 21.2% 0.8% 1.9% N 1.0% 2.1%
2008 76.9% 21.3% 0.7% 1.9% 0.0% 0.8% 1.9%
2007 76.7% 21.2% 0.8% 1.8% 0.0% 1.3% 1.8%
2006 76.7% 21.5% 0.7% 1.8% 0.1% 0.8% 1.6%
2011 43.8% 44.0% 0.7% 7.0% 0.1% 7.2% 12.6%
2010 43.3% 45.4% 0.8% 6.8% 0.1% 6.2% 12.3%
2009 45.6% 43.8% 0.8% 6.0% N 6.0% 11.7%
2008 43.9% 44.8% 0.9% 5.9% 0.0% 6.7% 11.3%
2007 44.2% 44.9% 0.6% 5.8% 0.1% 6.5% 10.7%
2006 43.0% 45.3% 0.7% 5.7% 0.1% 7.1% 10.5%
2011 58.1% 24.5% 1.1% 2.9% 0.1% 15.4% 43.9%
2010 54.9% 25.6% 1.3% 3.3% 0.2% 17.1% 42.6%
2009 55.0% 23.3% 1.2% 3.0% 0.1% 19.6% 43.1%
2008 60.2% 23.2% 0.9% 2.9% 0.1% 14.3% 44.6%
2007 57.4% 23.6% 0.9% 2.8% 0.1% 16.4% 43.4%
2006 53.8% 24.7% 0.8% 2.6% 0.1% 19.3% 43.1%
2011 69.1% 28.6% 1.2% 2.8% N 0.7% 3.8%
2010 66.9% 32.2% 0.7% 3.0% N 0.9% 2.1%
2009 68.8% 28.6% 0.7% 2.5% N N 1.8%
2008 67.8% 29.5% 0.7% 2.3% N 1.1% 1.9%
2007 67.2% 30.2% 1.2% 2.7% N 0.9% 2.4%
2006 68.6% 30.3% 1.8% 1.2% N N 0.7%
2011 92.4% 3.1% 3.3% 3.5% 0.7% 1.1% 4.7%
2010 92.5% 3.0% 3.0% 3.6% 0.3% 1.5% 4.5%
2009 93.9% 2.7% 2.7% 3.1% 0.6% 1.2% 4.2%
2008 93.7% 2.6% 2.6% 3.1% 0.3% 1.2% 4.0%
2007 93.7% 2.9% 2.7% 3.2% 0.3% 1.1% 3.7%
2006 93.7% 2.4% 2.5% 3.0% 0.5% 1.2% 3.4%
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2011 2,489,258 6% 7% 23% 26% 8% 19% 10%
2010 2,438,576 6% 8% 24% 25% 8% 19% 10%
2009 2,561,548 7% 8% 24% 25% 8% 18% 10%
2008 2,524,283 8% 8% 24% 25% 8% 18% 10%
2007 2,473,087 8% 9% 26% 23% 8% 18% 10%
2006 2395841 7% 9% 25% 23% 8% 18% 10%
2011 1,039,030 8% 6% 20% 18% 7% 24% 17%
2010 1,022,948 8% 7% 20% 19% 6% 24% 16%
2009 1,016,796 8% 7% 20% 18% 7% 24% 16%
2008 984,687 7% 7% 20% 20% 7% 23% 16%
2007 981,165 8% 7% 21% 18% 7% 24% 16%
2006 968508 8% 7% 22% 17% 8% 23% 16%
2011 262,123 21% 10% 20% 19% 7% 14% 9%
2010 258,789 19% 9% 21% 20% 8% 14% 9%
2009 252,268 20% 11% 19% 21% 7% 13% 8%
2008 250,231 19% 11% 21% 20% 6% 14% 9%
2007 250,543 20% 11% 21% 17% 8% 15% 9%
2006 249321 19% 11% 21% 19% 7% 14% 9%
2011 1,218,703 7% 6% 17% 18% 7% 26% 20%
2010 1,197,185 7% 6% 16% 18% 7% 26% 20%
2009 1,193,314 8% 6% 16% 18% 8% 25% 19%
2008 1,175,219 8% 7% 16% 18% 7% 25% 20%
2007 1,171,071 8% 6% 17% 16% 7% 25% 19%
2006 1146014 7% 7% 18% 16% 8% 25% 19%
2011 336,404 6% 6% 22% 25% 9% 21% 11%
2010 332,689 7% 7% 20% 27% 8% 21% 11%
2009 322,323 8% 6% 19% 25% 9% 21% 12%
2008 314,650 7% 6% 20% 27% 9% 20% 11%
2007 314,808 7% 6% 25% 23% 8% 20% 11%
2006 312071 8% 7% 23% 23% 9% 20% 10%
2011 841,256 5% 9% 29% 20% 9% 18% 10%
2010 809,528 5% 9% 28% 21% 9% 19% 10%
2009 788,309 5% 9% 29% 20% 9% 18% 10%
2008 781,871 6% 9% 27% 19% 9% 19% 10%
2007 774,591 5% 9% 29% 17% 10% 20% 10%
2006 762606 5% 9% 29% 19% 10% 19% 9%
2011 626,520 4% 7% 29% 19% 11% 17% 14%
2010 623,669 3% 7% 30% 18% 12% 17% 13%
2009 623,299 3% 8% 29% 19% 11% 17% 14%
2008 615,219 3% 8% 30% 19% 12% 16% 13%
2007 615,660 4% 8% 30% 19% 10% 16% 13%
2006 618558 4% 9% 32% 18% 10% 16% 12%
2011 496,178 4% 7% 25% 17% 11% 21% 15%
2010 492,075 4% 8% 25% 17% 11% 20% 16%
2009 484,472 4% 8% 26% 17% 11% 20% 15%
2008 480,391 4% 8% 25% 17% 11% 21% 15%
2007 476,281 4% 8% 28% 16% 10% 19% 15%
2006 476677 4% 8% 28% 17% 11% 18% 14%
2011 364,404 3% 9% 29% 25% 9% 15% 10%
2010 360,712 4% 9% 31% 25% 9% 14% 9%
2009 360,578 3% 8% 28% 27% 8% 14% 10%
2008 357,452 3% 9% 30% 26% 8% 15% 9%
2007 359,887 3% 9% 31% 23% 8% 16% 9%
2006 360399 4% 10% 32% 23% 8% 15% 8%
2011 992,547 6% 13% 34% 18% 5% 14% 10%
2010 981,413 7% 13% 36% 17% 5% 13% 10%
2009 1,017,423 6% 13% 35% 18% 5% 13% 10%
2008 923,393 7% 15% 35% 17% 6% 12% 9%
2007 927,446 6% 15% 37% 15% 6% 12% 9%
2006 922548 7% 16% 38% 15% 5% 12% 9%
2011 771,018 14% 13% 22% 18% 5% 18% 11%
2010 759,848 15% 12% 23% 18% 4% 19% 10%
2009 827,564 14% 13% 22% 18% 5% 18% 10%
2008 775,163 17% 14% 20% 18% 5% 17% 10%
2007 784,340 16% 15% 22% 16% 5% 18% 9%
2006 749939 16% 14% 23% 16% 5% 17% 10%
2011 44,553 5% 6% 26% 23% 6% 21% 13%
2010 42,551 8% 10% 28% 19% 7% 18% 10%
2009 44,006 6% 11% 27% 21% 6% 18% 11%
2008 44,005 5% 11% 29% 22% 6% 17% 10%
2007 40,737 6% 9% 32% 20% 4% 18% 12%
2006 43603 9% 11% 31% 17% 6% 16% 11%
2011 311,349 2% 5% 26% 26% 11% 19% 11%
2010 308,404 2% 5% 25% 28% 12% 18% 11%
2009 311,051 2% 6% 26% 27% 12% 17% 10%
2008 305,123 2% 6% 25% 28% 12% 18% 9%
2007 301,102 2% 6% 26% 26% 13% 17% 10%
2006 292391 3% 6% 25% 27% 12% 19% 9%
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Bachelor's 
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Graduate or 
professional degree
Maricopa 
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Alameda 
County, CA
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over 25
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2011 3038402 1491048 1547354 34.9 270,745 278,399 551,948 526,256 509,256 220,913 197,064 268,933 155,759 59,129
2010 2982347 1458503 1515907 34.6 276,899 266,872 544,488 523,674 504,066 211,389 190,050 256,777 151,099 57,033
2009 3093440 1555201 1538239 33.6 267,436 264,456 636,482 571,705 518,933 197,758 187,615 231,146 159,535 58,374
2008 3038155 1524781 1513374 34.1 265,980 247,892 595,171 568,948 516,610 213,568 179,276 235,292 154,341 61,077
2007 2981893 1494796 1487097 33.9 260,029 248,777 596,059 564,664 500,724 204,719 174,711 222,272 152,071 57,867
2006 2899712 1451943 1447769 33.6 253,092 250,779 589,034 556,020 475,808 205,766 151,789 212,400 150,874 54,150
2011 1245089 605312 639777 36.8 96,282 109,777 232,190 227,655 222,654 97,339 83,872 95,289 52,019 28,012
2010 1230391 595766 631237 36.6 100,394 107,049 229,130 227,888 222,218 91,331 83,449 91,013 51,461 26,458
2009 1203178 589934 613244 36.5 92,540 93,842 237,871 230,299 221,918 91,121 72,417 83,803 54,158 25,209
2008 1184930 581251 603679 37.3 99,284 100,959 194,909 234,557 227,294 95,192 71,684 85,358 54,822 20,871
2007 1179227 577542 601685 36.9 99,202 98,860 199,689 238,954 223,980 92,894 68,788 81,529 52,006 23,325
2006 1160192 567811 592381 36.6 96,119 95,565 200,826 238,500 220,114 89,214 64,773 79,216 54,582 21,283
2011 327303 168771 158532 32.8 31,438 33,742 63,307 55,326 52,881 23,041 21,983 24,006 14,728 6,851
2010 323894 166050 156846 32.9 32,624 32,481 62,220 54,634 53,339 22,789 20,973 23,202 15,768 5,864
2009 315645 165423 150222 32.4 30,951 32,426 61,094 54,363 53,628 21,162 19,578 22,082 13,214 7,147
2008 315255 163886 151369 32.3 32,209 32,815 61,319 55,098 53,825 21,079 17,421 21,058 14,206 6,225
2007 314871 163865 151006 32.1 31,677 32,651 62,097 56,923 53,270 21,294 16,165 20,164 15,875 4,755
2006 314508 163774 150734 31.9 31,455 33,732 62,452 57,246 52,801 20,228 15,943 19,894 14,822 5,935
2011 1446253 722371 723882 36.4 113,868 113,682 273,158 279,829 265,683 109,254 85,984 110,879 66,025 27,891
2010 1424846 709691 711989 36.2 114,544 113,117 269,161 278,681 263,846 100,442 87,228 107,083 62,989 27,755
2009 1414956 721494 693462 35.7 111,334 110,308 278,749 283,933 259,960 95,615 80,127 101,676 65,325 27,929
2008 1404542 718678 685864 37 114,581 114,742 236,194 295,158 267,817 101,638 81,681 105,074 60,655 27,002
2007 1398431 715059 683372 36.6 115,029 112,331 243,354 300,372 262,253 101,436 76,909 101,651 62,976 22,120
2006 1365642 697314 668328 36.6 110,445 109,183 242,998 296,764 253,376 100,831 69,870 98,121 62,223 21,831
2011 400726 195696 205030 40.2 32,285 32,037 61,810 60,330 72,923 36,722 34,891 37,755 20,969 11,004
2010 398055 193340 203352 39.9 33,298 32,068 61,901 60,899 73,315 34,879 33,861 35,885 20,710 11,239
2009 385925 190012 195913 39.4 31,481 32,121 60,276 58,783 74,074 33,271 31,635 32,654 20,435 11,195
2008 383160 188231 194929 39.3 34,633 33,877 56,669 61,550 72,909 36,306 26,427 30,624 19,107 11,058
2007 381542 188298 193244 39.8 33,630 33,104 56,131 63,120 75,218 34,510 25,969 27,687 21,895 10,278
2006 380350 186898 193452 38.5 34,165 34,114 55,552 65,227 74,538 34,137 23,036 28,573 21,454 9,554
2011 1022772 494192 528580 36.4 86,291 95,225 181,989 176,206 184,295 81,079 67,037 80,794 48,897 20,959
2010 989548 474738 511457 36.1 88,167 91,853 174,621 173,885 178,841 71,431 64,499 80,298 46,309 19,644
2009 950769 464348 486421 35.6 81,060 81,400 180,690 171,804 170,268 67,954 56,957 71,364 51,443 17,829
2008 939954 458903 481051 37.1 81,154 76,929 159,302 173,382 172,639 74,282 59,945 78,386 45,445 18,490
2007 933089 456006 477083 36.5 80,622 77,876 160,705 176,684 169,445 72,691 57,708 74,087 45,081 18,190
2006 919877 449251 470626 36.3 79,739 77,532 161,504 177,332 165,576 75,747 49,069 70,884 46,872 15,622
2011 759733 362515 397218 40.3 64,704 68,509 112,207 108,897 139,135 68,593 53,313 70,201 52,178 21,996
2010 758748 361136 397162 40.4 66,313 68,766 107,667 112,160 141,971 62,978 54,753 69,775 51,034 23,331
2009 751381 357822 393559 40.5 65,444 62,638 110,228 114,825 142,672 59,088 52,259 70,499 51,670 22,058
2008 752763 358574 394189 39.9 68,327 69,217 106,264 115,446 142,993 59,988 49,564 66,982 54,694 19,288
2007 753527 358365 395162 39.9 69,021 68,846 103,730 121,053 142,789 59,876 47,008 65,761 54,872 20,571
2006 754969 358101 396868 39.7 68,092 68,319 103,032 126,108 142,235 59,528 45,099 65,889 55,511 21,156
2011 610781 291444 319337 38.4 56,181 58,422 93,613 90,488 111,028 50,997 44,560 53,932 34,644 16,916
2010 607960 289434 318256 38.5 57,710 58,175 90,905 92,743 112,233 52,295 40,097 52,098 33,704 18,000
2009 601284 288747 312537 38.9 59,399 57,413 86,157 93,672 113,948 49,425 39,700 50,748 33,629 17,193
2008 600637 288136 312501 38.6 61,131 59,115 83,691 96,348 112,773 47,099 40,958 48,751 34,520 16,251
2007 595588 285423 310165 38.5 59,823 59,484 80,441 100,943 111,860 47,189 38,223 47,005 36,288 14,332
2006 593392 283883 309509 37.5 59,685 57,030 83,763 103,936 109,745 45,691 36,440 45,456 35,427 16,219
2011 436619 206439 230180 39.8 35,568 36,647 67,190 64,455 77,113 35,870 34,717 43,476 29,719 11,864
2010 433685 205266 228465 39.2 37,018 35,955 66,189 64,915 79,535 36,141 32,491 41,757 26,441 13,243
2009 432216 204438 227778 38.5 35,701 35,937 72,344 66,653 77,005 33,185 30,857 40,601 28,126 11,807
2008 431423 205263 226160 38.9 37,845 36,126 62,307 71,483 79,435 34,352 29,584 41,340 26,428 12,523
2007 433544 205733 227811 38.8 37,005 36,652 64,811 73,961 79,446 33,623 29,197 39,793 28,005 11,051
2006 434933 206118 228815 38.2 37,202 37,332 65,160 75,144 80,534 35,819 25,766 39,154 28,343 10,479
2011 1249140 578962 670178 33.4 110,763 145,830 255,152 187,211 196,660 87,847 79,939 96,148 61,662 27,928
2010 1246427 576141 667345 33.5 118,297 146,717 246,672 187,807 198,437 84,891 77,432 95,210 60,438 30,526
2009 1246398 571443 674955 34.2 112,891 116,084 262,260 201,808 203,646 85,431 71,520 94,946 65,197 32,615
2008 1149458 525895 623563 35.7 117,416 108,649 184,754 203,643 200,537 78,485 70,012 91,529 65,339 29,094
2007 1151655 526801 624854 35.6 117,508 106,701 190,192 206,068 198,871 77,273 68,471 90,380 69,837 26,354
2006 1144125 522333 621792 35.4 117,060 104,517 188,320 205,120 197,991 81,941 60,743 90,369 68,877 29,187
2011 944325 472100 472225 31.6 77,998 95,309 227,884 163,962 154,413 62,786 53,368 58,964 34,392 15,249
2010 931704 460851 466049 31.8 76,976 94,880 223,937 167,406 151,589 59,147 48,576 59,964 34,234 14,995
2009 999198 512570 486628 31.6 74,812 96,822 256,771 186,738 155,592 60,245 49,371 61,340 39,066 18,441
2008 935472 478641 456831 31.9 77,246 83,063 221,111 194,429 154,997 58,015 44,893 53,804 33,605 14,309
2007 954412 488234 466178 31.9 78,686 91,386 224,040 194,243 159,319 57,923 45,515 54,444 33,674 15,182
2006 913951 471707 442244 31.9 74,188 89,824 219,880 186,943 145,547 56,799 42,128 52,658 32,590 13,394
2011 65543 30237 35306 29.9 8,162 12,828 10,281 5,596 8,741 4,040 4,043 5,347 4,200 2,305
2010 62379 29153 34177 30.3 8,294 11,534 8,285 8,611 8,425 4,064 3,187 4,342 3,302 2,335
2009 61309 27325 33984 32.9 9,543 7,760 9,537 7,047 8,265 3,958 3,069 6,176 3,860 2,094
2008 61221 27432 33789 32.7 7,722 9,494 9,160 8,297 8,032 3,482 3,090 4,908 4,537 2,499
2007 56963 25703 31260 31.8 7,231 8,995 8,060 7,821 8,185 3,064 2,687 4,427 4,211 2,282
2006 57052 25380 31672 38.6 7,667 5,782 6,474 8,606 8,545 3,049 3,645 6,229 4,948 2,107
2011 383576 187750 195826 37.3 33,133 39,094 62,346 57,324 67,240 32,604 29,041 33,440 20,377 8,977
2010 381236 186250 194537 36.8 34,817 38,015 63,048 57,324 67,448 30,597 28,593 32,443 20,425 8,526
2009 378665 184782 193883 36.7 32,487 35,127 67,409 59,097 67,466 31,900 24,505 31,208 20,191 9,275
2008 373653 182138 191515 36.1 33,145 35,385 66,781 58,634 67,470 27,814 25,426 29,673 22,318 7,007
2007 368652 179601 189051 36.3 33,069 34,481 65,587 59,419 67,638 27,023 24,186 28,018 20,735 8,496
2006 360036 175201 184835 36.1 32,522 35,123 61,933 60,046 66,275 27,982 20,815 27,080 19,577 8,683
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Attachment 6 
Shelter Comparison 
 
  
2011 8,334 5,961 347 107 1,870 7,053 91%
2010 7,717 5,277 341 110 2,026 6,689 86%
2009 6,907 4,902 285 119 1,506 5,911 90%
2008 5,863 4,576 149 91 966 5,156 93%
2007 4,079 3,024 160 43 733 3,365 96%
2011 12,453 6,577 338 982 4,267 10,157 78%
2010 13,201 7,310 259 818 4,573 10,896 77%
2009 14,030 7,798 274 922 4,609 11,548 78%
2008 13,582 7,615 213 879 4,527 11,108 78%
2007 13,830 6,931 242 993 5,506 11,480 72%
2011 3,368 2,630 114 22 538 3,120 89%
2010 4,422 2,904 707 51 743 4,131 89%
2009 5,336 3,598 479 42 1,238 5,089 81%
2008 6,100 3,945 502 61 1,242 5,458 83%
2007 8,883 5,545 294 89 2,878 8,781 68%
Community Type Shelter Year
Total 
Intake
Total 
Adoptions
Total 
Transfers
Total   
RTO
Total 
Euth
Subtotal 
Outcomes
Asilomar 
LRR
2011 20,463 2,930 2,814 1,266 13,300 20,297 50%
2010 22,040 2,909 2,329 1,289 15,236 21,687 30%
2009 25,778 3,090 3,011 1,496 17,748 25,294 30%
2008 30,423 2,766 2,565 1,789 22,546 29,666 24%
2007 32,196 2,072 2,052 1,642 25,300 30,749 19%
2011 3,058 882 650 446 1,054 2,852 69%
2010 3,067 886 458 480 1,164 2,750 66%
2009 3,134 733 492 500 1,261 2,799 62%
2008 2,543 720 368 520 1,134 2,453 66%
2007 4,103 699 448 983 1,799 3,776 56%
2011 28,571 3090 2640 1493 20,053 27273 27%
2010 29,321 2,768 2,707 1,634 21,750 28,920 25%
2009 33,267 2,559 1,589 2,506 26,239 32,893 20%
2008 34,688 2,173 1,537 2,306 27,564 33,580 18%
2007 32658 1500 1016 1555 28095 32166 13%
Hillsborough 
County, FL
Hillsborough 
County Animal 
Services
Erie County, 
NY
Buffalo City 
Animal Shelter
Hillsborough 
County, FL
TS
Humane Society 
of Tampa Bay
Total 
Transfers
Total   
RTO
Total 
Euth
Subtotal 
Outcomes
Dallas (City), 
TX
Dallas Animal 
Services
Erie County, 
NY
TS
Erie County 
SPCA
Dallas (City), 
TX
TS SPCA of Texas
AC
AC
AC
Asilomar 
LRR
Community Type Shelter  Year
Total 
Intake
Total 
Adoptions
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Source SS df       MS Number of obs 59
Model 0.5083081 8 0.063538516 F(  8,    50) 2.7
Residual 1.1764308 50 0.023528616 Prob > F 0.0149
Total 1.684739 58 0.029047223 R-squared 0.3017
Adj R-squared 0.19
Root MSE 0.15339
LRR Coef. Std. Err      t P>t [95% Conf. Interval]
Human Pop. -4.11E-08 2.88E-08 -1.43 0.16 -9.90E-08 1.68E-08
Total Intake -8.48E-06 3.36E-06 -2.53 0.015 -0.0000152 -1.74E-06
Contribution Rev -7.82E-09 1.00E-08 -0.78 0.438 -2.79E-08 1.23E-08
Service Rev 2.43E-08 2.89E-08 0.84 0.405 -3.37E-08 8.23E-08
Inv./Other Rev -5.82E-09 3.28E-08 -0.18 0.86 -7.17E-08 6.01E-08
Service Exp -1.35E-08 1.92E-08 -0.7 0.487 -5.20E-08 2.51E-08
Mgt/Gen Exp -3.11E-08 8.86E-08 -0.35 0.727 -2.09E-07 1.47E-07
Fundraising Exp 2.32E-07 9.82E-08 2.36 0.022 3.49E-08 4.29E-07
_cons 0.7977408 4.29E-02 18.58 0 0.7114889 0.8839927
Attachment 7a 
Traditional Shelter LRR/Intake Regression 
 
A multivariate regression analysis, conducted in Stata, between the LRR and revenue of 
Traditional Shelters in the US reporting to Maddie’s Fund/Asilomar Accords resulted in the lack of a 
statistically significant correlation at the 95% confidence level. The only variable that resulted in a 
statistically significant correlation with the LRR was Total Intake (see Table 3).  
Table 3: Stata Regression of Aggregate LRR & Human Population; Animal Intake; Contribution, 
Program Service, Other Revenue; and Program Service, Management, Fundraising Expenses  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These findings prompted looking at other factors provided by Maddie’s Fund, such as human 
population, as a possible alternate explanatory variable. Despite the fact that population did not have a 
statistically significant correlation with the LRR when a regression was run in Stata, it had the second 
closest P value to statistical significance at the 95% confidence level (see above Table 3).  Even human 
population, total intake, and various revenue sources/expenditures only 30% of the variation in the LRR 
is explained. This result in conjunction with the findings previously addressed, lends itself to looking at 
other community/shelter factors as potential explanatory variables for future research. 
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Attachment 7b 
Traditional Shelter Data Set Attachment 7a Regression is Based On 
Maricopa County, AZ TS Arizona Humane Society 2010 42,856 11,203 26,778 40% 3,827,371
Maricopa County, AZ TS Arizona Humane Society 2009 36,992 12,043 21,341 46% 3,827,371
Maricopa County, AZ TS Arizona Humane Society 2008 37,921 12,131 22,396 43% 3,827,371
Alameda County, CA TS East Bay SPCA 2010 2,678 2,242 274 90% 1,513,952
Alameda County, CA TS East Bay SPCA 2009 2,297 1,960 163 93% 1,513,952
Alameda County, CA TS East Bay SPCA 2008 1,764 1,565 62 96% 1,513,952
Monterey County, CA TS SPCA for Monterey County 2010 5,165 1,732 2,691 55% 416,682
Monterey County, CA TS SPCA for Monterey County 2009 4,909 1,724 2,503 58% 416,682
Monterey County, CA TS SPCA for Monterey County 2008 5,299 1,781 2,618 57% 416,682
Santa Clara County, CA TS Humane Society of Silicon Valley 2010 4,994 2,670 1,837 78% 1,787,694
Santa Clara County, CA TS Humane Society of Silicon Valley 2009 4,441 2,086 1,728 77% 1,787,694
Santa Clara County, CA TS Humane Society of Silicon Valley 2008 6,211 2,701 2,455 74% 1,787,694
Sonoma County (50%), CA TS Humane Society of Sonoma County 2010 2,177 1,571 69 97% 241,939
Sonoma County (50%), CA TS Humane Society of Sonoma County 2009 1,974 1,685 81 96% 241,939
Sonoma County (50%), CA TS Humane Society of Sonoma County 2008 1,688 1,568 0 96% 241,939
Metro Denver Area, CO TS Denver Dumb Friends League 2010 24,830 15,102 7,025 78% 2,728,339
Metro Denver Area, CO TS Denver Dumb Friends League 2009 25,759 14,344 8,202 74% 2,728,339
Metro Denver Area, CO TS Denver Dumb Friends League 2008 26,950 14,914 8,773 73% 2,728,339
Metro Denver Area, CO TS Humane Society of Boulder Valley 2010 8,787 6,259 963 91% 2,728,339
Metro Denver Area, CO TS Humane Society of Boulder Valley 2009 7,618 4,986 1,086 89% 2,728,339
Metro Denver Area, CO TS Humane Society of Boulder Valley 2008 7,567 5,016 995 89% 2,728,339
Metro Denver Area, CO TS Longmont Humane Society 2010 3,840 2,115 826 81% 2,728,339
Metro Denver Area, CO TS Longmont Humane Society 2009 3,420 1,988 913 79% 2,728,339
Metro Denver Area, CO TS Longmont Humane Society 2008 4,795 2,034 1,232 75% 2,728,339
Hillsborough County, FL TS Humane Society of Tampa Bay 2010 7,717 5,277 2,026 86% 1,233,846
Hillsborough County, FL TS Humane Society of Tampa Bay 2009 6,907 4,902 1,506 90% 1,233,846
Hillsborough County, FL TS Humane Society of Tampa Bay 2008 5,863 4,576 966 93% 1,233,846
Chicago (City), IL TS Animal Welfare League 2010 16,452 5,396 7,278 54% 2,695,598
Chicago (City), IL TS Animal Welfare League 2009 2,296 0 3,334 33% 2,695,598
Chicago (City), IL TS Animal Welfare League 2008 4,783 0 3,065 32% 2,695,598
Chicago (City), IL TS Anti Cruelty Society 2010 9,035 4,375 4,120 73% 2,695,598
Chicago (City), IL TS Anti Cruelty Society 2009 9,616 4,653 4,423 72% 2,695,598
Chicago (City), IL TS Anti Cruelty Society 2008 9,205 4,815 3,489 76% 2,695,598
Marion County (50%), IN AG Humane Society of Indianapolis 2010 4,780 3,056 1,227 80% 451,697
Marion County (50%), IN AG Humane Society of Indianapolis 2009 5,519 3,569 1,351 84% 451,697
Marion County (50%), IN TS Humane Society of Indianapolis 2008 5,698 3,311 1,768 77% 451,697
Erie County, NY TS Erie County SPCA 2010 13,201 7,310 4,573 77% 918,652
Erie County, NY TS Erie County SPCA 2009 14,030 7,798 4,609 78% 918,652
Erie County, NY TS Erie County SPCA 2008 13,582 7,615 4,527 78% 918,652
Monroe County, NY TS Humane Society of Greater Rochester 2010 10,787 5,664 4,312 64% 744,389
Monroe County, NY TS Humane Society of Greater Rochester 2009 11,173 5,655 4,602 64% 744,389
Monroe County, NY TS Humane Society of Greater Rochester 2008 12,068 5,769 5,249 60% 744,389
Montgomery County, OH TS Humane Society of Greater Dayton 2010 4,094 2,612 1,302 71% 535,059
Montgomery County, OH TS Humane Society of Greater Dayton 2009 4,649 2,601 1,870 61% 535,059
Montgomery County, OH TS Humane Society of Greater Dayton 2008 4,982 2,237 2,349 52% 535,059
Philadelphia County, PA TS Pennsylvania SPCA 2010 27,487 4,756 10,719 60% 1,528,306
Philadelphia County, PA TS Pennsylvania SPCA 2009 7,606 4,465 1,953 73% 1,528,306
Philadelphia County, PA TS Pennsylvania SPCA 2008 5,099 3,362 1,278 78% 1,528,306
Dallas (City), TX TS SPCA of Texas 2010 4,422 2,904 743 89% 1,197,816
Dallas (City), TX TS SPCA of Texas 2009 5,336 3,598 1,238 81% 1,197,816
Dallas (City), TX TS SPCA of Texas 2008 6,100 3,945 1,242 83% 1,197,816
Lynchburg (City), VA TS Lynchburg Humane Society 2010 1,738 1,089 266 84% 251,016
Lynchburg (City), VA TS Lynchburg Humane Society 2009 2,091 962 683 64% 251,016
Lynchburg (City), VA TS Lynchburg Humane Society 2008 2,547 972 1,333 51% 251,016
Virginia Peninsula, VA TS Peninsula SPCA 2010 8,056 2,600 4,125 48% 395,769
Virginia Peninsula, VA TS Peninsula SPCA 2009 8,127 2,619 4,341 47% 395,769
Virginia Peninsula, VA TS Peninsula SPCA 2008 8,505 2,918 4,210 50% 395,769
Seattle (City), WA AG Humane Society for Seattle/King County 2010 6,263 4,902 748 94% 608,660
Seattle (City), WA AG Humane Society for Seattle/King County 2009 6,937 5,288 923 91% 608,660
Seattle (City), WA TS Humane Society for Seattle/King County 2008 5,522 4,108 1,001 88% 608,660
Total Euth LRR Human PopulationCommunity Type Shelter Year Total Intake Total Adoptions
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Attachment 8 
Dallas, TX., Hillsborough Co., FL., & Erie Co., NY. 
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Community Type Shelter 2007 2011 Difference Difference
Hillsborough 
County, FL
Traditional 
Shelter
Humane 
Society of 
Tampa Bay
4,079 8,334 4,255 104%
Dallas, TX
Traditional 
Shelter
SPCA of Dallas 8,883 3,368 -5,515 -62%
-9,770 -166%
Community Type Shelter 2007 2011 Difference Difference
Hillsborough 
County, FL
Animal 
Control
Hillsborough 
County Animal 
Services
32,196 22,463 -9,733 -30%
Dallas, TX
Animal 
Control
Dallas Animal 
Services
32,658 28,571 -4,087 -13%
-5,646 -18%
Community Type Shelter 2007 2011 Difference Difference
Erie County, NY
Traditional 
Shelter
Erie County 
SPCA
13,830 12,453 -1,377 -10%
Dallas, TX
Traditional 
Shelter
SPCA of Dallas 8,883 3,368 -5,515 -62%
4,138 52%
Community Type Shelter 2007 2011 Difference Difference
Erie County, NY
Animal 
Control
Buffalo City 
Animal Shelter
4,103 3,058 -1,045 -25%
Dallas, TX
Animal 
Control
Dallas Animal 
Services
32,658 28,571 -4,087 -13%
-3,042 -12%
Difference-in-Differences 
Difference-in-Differences 
Difference-in-Differences 
Difference-in-Differences 
Attachment 9 
Difference-in-Difference: Basic Subtraction 
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Variable Description
Law Dummy variable with values of 1 when/where the law is present and 0 for when/where it isn't. (Note: Since 
the law didn't go into effect until 10/25/2008, for that year in Dallas the Law value is 0.16).
Year Dummy variable with values of 1-5 representing years 2007 -2011 respectively.
Texas Dummy variable of 1 for data points from Dallas, TX and 0 for Hillsborough Co., FL. and Erie Co., NY.
Erie Dummy variable of 1 for data points from Erie Co., NY and 0 for Hillsborough Co., FL. and Dallas, TX.
Hillsborough Represented in the 0 values of Texas and Erie.
Intake Aggregate number representing the total number of animals admitted into the facility.
Adoptions Aggregate number representing the total number of animals placed in permanent homes.
Transfers Aggregate number representing the total number of animals placed with other rescue organizations.
Return to Owner (RTO) Aggregate number representing the total number of animals reclaimed by their owners.
Count
Intake divided into two categories: (1) Sucessful Outcomes = Adoptions + Tranfers + RTO, and (2) Unsuccessful 
Outcomes = Intake - (Adoptions+Tranfers+RTO). This allowed the aggregate intake data to be looked at in 
terms individual animals and their rate/probablity of having a Sucessful Outcome.
Success Dummy variable of 1 for Successful Outcomes and 0 for Unsuccessful Outcomes.
Human Population Aggregate number representing the total number of people living in the region as reported by the ACS.
Median Household Income Represents the amount at which the income distribution is divided into two equal halves (ie. half the data 
points are above and half below). This was used over the mean which can be significantly affected by outliers. 
Unemployement Reported as a percentage of the local population over the age of 16, as recorded by the ACS.
Poverty Reported as a percentage of the local population 18 and older, as recorded by the ACS.
Home-ownership Reported as a percentage of the local population that owns a house, as recorded by the ACS.
Degree Reported as a percentage of the local population 25 and older, that has a college degree of some level (ie. 
Associates through Graduate/Professional), as recorded by the ACS.
Black Reported as a percentage of the local population that idenfity themselves as this race, as recorded by the ACS.
Hispanic or Latino Reported as a percentage of the population that idenfity themselves as this ethinicty, as recorded by the ACS.
Difference-in-Difference Regression
Attachment 10 
Variable Key 
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2011 28,797 8,891 3,161 1,373 15,170 27,350 71%
2010 29,757 8,186 2,670 1,399 17,262 28,376 58%
2009 32,685 7,992 3,296 1,615 19,254 31,205 60%
2008 36,286 7,342 2,714 1,880 23512 34,822 59%
2007 36,275 5,096 2,212 1,685 26033 34,114 58%
2011 15,511 7,459 988 1,428 5,321 13,009 74%
2010 16,268 8,196 717 1,298 5,737 13,646 72%
2009 17,164 8,531 766 1,422 5,870 14,347 70%
2008 16,125 8,335 581 1,399 5,661 13,561 72%
2007 17,933 7,630 690 1,976 7,305 15,256 64%
2011 31,939 5,720 2,754 1,515 20,591 30,393 58%
2010 33,743 5,672 3,414 1,685 22493 33,051 57%
2009 38,603 6,157 2,068 2,548 27,477 37,982 51%
2008 40,788 6,118 2,039 2,367 28,806 39,038 51%
2007 41,541 7,045 1,310 1,644 30,973 40,947 41%
Avg.      
LRR
Subtotal 
Outcome
Hillsborough 
County, FL
Community  Year
Total 
Intake
Total 
Adoption
Erie County, 
NY
Dallas (City), 
TX
Total 
Transfers
Total   
RTO
Total 
Euth
Attachment 11 
Combined (Traditional/Animal Control) Shelter Stats & Averaged LRR 
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       _cons     1.298908   .3760353     3.45   0.001     .5618854    2.035931
      degree    -.8572334   .4114352    -2.08   0.037    -1.663639   -.0508276
   hislatino     1.293118   .4668534     2.77   0.006     .3780932    2.208142
       black    -.3701061   .3989837    -0.93   0.354    -1.152107     .411895
homeowners~p    -.8188659   .3350552    -2.44   0.015    -1.475568   -.1621636
     poverty    -2.084594    .515952    -4.04   0.000    -3.095851   -1.073337
unemployment    -.5425782   .2428271    -2.23   0.025    -1.018515   -.0666414
medianhous~e     .1155191    .031705     3.64   0.000     .0533779    .1776604
humanpopul~n     -.015922   .0075003    -2.12   0.034    -.0306225   -.0012216
        erie     .0684881   .1130093     0.61   0.544    -.1530082    .2899843
       texas     -.343652   .0924037    -3.72   0.000    -.5247617   -.1625423
        year     .0150362   .0053882     2.79   0.005     .0044754    .0255969
         law     .1518427   .0117588    12.91   0.000     .1287955    .1748898
                                                                              
     success        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                             Robust
                                                                              
                                                       Root MSE      =  .45561
                                                       R-squared     =  0.0265
                                                       Prob > F      =  0.0000
                                                       F( 12,128092) =  318.17
Linear regression                                      Number of obs =  128105
> no degree [fw=count], robust
. reg success law year texas erie humanpopulation medianhouseholdincome unemployment poverty homeownership black hislati
Appendix 1 
Stata Regression Tables 
 
Traditional Shelter: Regression LRR/Intake & Adoptions, Transfers, Return to Owner 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Traditional Shelter: Regression Intake/Law & Year, Texas, Erie, Human Population 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Traditional Shelter: Regression Success/Law & Year, Texas, Erie, Human Population, Median Household 
Income, Unemployment Rate, Poverty Rate, Home-Ownership Rate, Black Race, Hispanic/Latino 
Ethnicity, College/Professional Degree  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                              
       _cons     .9023944   .0667282    13.52   0.000     .7514448    1.053344
        year    -.0058951   .0079724    -0.74   0.478    -.0239298    .0121397
    totalrto     .0005006   .0001407     3.56   0.006     .0001822     .000819
totaltrans~s     .0000997    .000059     1.69   0.125    -.0000336    .0002331
totaladopt~s     .0001971   .0000468     4.21   0.002     .0000913     .000303
 totalintake    -.0001515    .000034    -4.45   0.002    -.0002285   -.0000745
                                                                              
         lrr        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                             Robust
                                                                              
                                                       Root MSE      =  .03548
                                                       R-squared     =  0.8772
                                                       Prob > F      =  0.0009
                                                       F(  5,     9) =   12.00
Linear regression                                      Number of obs =      15
. reg lrr totalintake totaladoptions totaltransfers totalrto year, robust
                                                                              
       _cons    -14863.81   6358.886    -2.34   0.044    -29248.61   -479.0138
humanpopul~n     1728.683   485.6163     3.56   0.006     630.1427    2827.224
        erie     12130.71    1998.07     6.07   0.000     7610.757    16650.65
       texas     1889.419   1471.889     1.28   0.231    -1440.226    5219.064
        year     117.9598   297.7682     0.40   0.701    -555.6387    791.5582
         law    -4505.726   1398.855    -3.22   0.010    -7670.155   -1341.297
                                                                              
 totalintake        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                             Robust
                                                                              
                                                       Root MSE      =  1155.5
                                                       R-squared     =  0.9431
                                                       Prob > F      =  0.0000
                                                       F(  5,     9) =   59.82
Linear regression                                      Number of obs =      15
. reg  totalintake law year texas erie humanpopulation if analysis==1, robust
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       _cons    -1.245048   .4019954    -3.10   0.002    -2.032948    -.457148
      degree    -2.259793   .4928519    -4.59   0.000    -3.225769   -1.293816
   hislatino     1.602052    1.29869     1.23   0.217    -.9433448    4.147448
       black    -.4983952   .2315914    -2.15   0.031     -.952308   -.0444824
homeowners~p    -1.232464   .2356093    -5.23   0.000    -1.694252    -.770676
     poverty     1.269084   1.070441     1.19   0.236    -.8289505    3.367119
unemployment     2.163992   .3338447     6.48   0.000     1.509666    2.818319
medianhous~e     .4652704   .0647182     7.19   0.000     .3384246    .5921163
humanpopul~n     .0206738     .00694     2.98   0.003     .0070717    .0342759
        erie     .8766265   .2797709     3.13   0.002     .3282831     1.42497
       texas    -.3935243   .2722502    -1.45   0.148    -.9271273    .1400787
        year    -.0063954   .0057681    -1.11   0.268    -.0177007    .0049099
         law     .0255756   .0402453     0.64   0.525    -.0533042    .1044554
                                                                              
  success_ac        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                             Robust
                                                                              
                                                       Root MSE      =  .42679
                                                       R-squared     =  0.0481
                                                       Prob > F      =  0.0000
                                                       F( 12,272639) =  984.57
Linear regression                                      Number of obs =  272652
> atino degree [fw=count], robust
. reg success_ac law year texas erie humanpopulation medianhouseholdincome unemployment poverty homeownership black hisl
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Animal Control: Regression LRR/Intake & Adoptions, Transfers, Return to Owner 
 
 
Animal Control: Regression Intake/Law & Year, Texas, Erie, Human Population
 
 
Animal Control: Regression Success/Law & Year, Texas, Erie, Human Population, Median Household 
Income, Unemployment Rate, Poverty Rate, Home-Ownership Rate, Black Race, Hispanic/Latino 
Ethnicity, College/Professional Degree  
  
                                                                              
       _cons     .5983448   .0409347    14.62   0.000     .5057441    .6909454
        year     .0304885   .0131192     2.32   0.045     .0008107    .0601663
    totalrto      .000085   .0000527     1.61   0.141    -.0000343    .0002043
totaltrans~s     .0000956   .0000683     1.40   0.195    -.0000589    .0002501
totaladopt~s     -.000119   .0000878    -1.35   0.208    -.0003177    .0000797
   intake_ac    -.0000167   2.26e-06    -7.39   0.000    -.0000218   -.0000116
                                                                              
      lrr_ac        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                             Robust
                                                                              
                                                       Root MSE      =  .03916
                                                       R-squared     =  0.9766
                                                       Prob > F      =  0.0000
                                                       F(  5,     9) =  232.32
Linear regression                                      Number of obs =      15
. reg lrr_ac intake_ac totaladoptions totaltransfers totalrto year, robust
                                                                              
       _cons     39119.27   22267.28     1.76   0.113    -11252.81    89491.35
humanpopul~n    -654.1978   1822.678    -0.36   0.728    -4777.383    3468.987
        erie     -25001.5   5952.706    -4.20   0.002    -38467.46   -11535.55
       texas     4618.736   2489.815     1.86   0.097    -1013.616    10251.09
        year    -1652.685   664.6077    -2.49   0.035    -3156.133   -149.2383
         law     1427.632   2740.395     0.52   0.615    -4771.571    7626.836
                                                                              
   intake_ac        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                             Robust
                                                                              
                                                       Root MSE      =  2535.5
                                                       R-squared     =  0.9761
                                                       Prob > F      =  0.0000
                                                       F(  5,     9) =   72.90
Linear regression                                      Number of obs =      15
. reg intake_ac law year texas erie  humanpopulation, robust
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Variables Observations Mean
Standard 
Deviation
Min Max
Law 15 0.21067 0.41057 0 1
Texas 15 0.33333 0.48795 0 1
Erie 15 0.33333 0.48795 0 1
Intake 15 8540.33 3882.93 3368 14030
Adoptions 15 5239.53 1769.55 2630 7798
Transfers 15 313.6 153.902 114 707
Return to Owners 15 355.267 415.188 22 993
Euthanasia 15 2481.47 1739.19 538 5506
Sub-total Outcomes 15 7329.47 3065.17 3120 11548
LRR 15 0.83267 0.08119 0.68 0.96
Human Population 15 11.1797 1.53159 9.09247 13
Median Househould 
Income 15 64974.8 2701.46 60345 69630
Mean Househould 
Income 15 4.52006 0.36511 3.9829 5.0572
Unemployment 15 0.088 0.02242 0.06 0.13
Poverty 15 0.14667 0.03244 0.1 0.2
Home-ownership 15 0.576 0.09463 0.43 0.66
degree 15 0.372 0.03688 0.32 0.42
White 15 0.718 0.11233 0.55 0.83
Black 15 0.186 0.04437 0.14 0.26
American Indian & 
Alaskan Native 15 0.01067 0.00258 0.01 0.02
Asian & Other 
Pacific Islander 15 0.03133 0.00743 0.02 0.04
Other 15 0.07333 0.06821 0.02 0.2
Hispanic/Latino 15 0.23867 0.16591 0.04 0.45
Appendix 2a 
Traditional Shelter Summary Statistics 
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Variables Observations Mean
Standard 
Deviation
Min Max
Law 15 0.210667 0.4105652 0 1
Texas 15 0.333333 0.48795 0 1
Erie 15 0.333333 0.48795 0 1
Intake 15 20354 13150.94 2543 34688
Adoptions 15 1985.133 973.4126 699 3090
Transfers 15 1645.067 1001.166 368 3011
Return to Owners 15 1327 644.5236 446 2506
Euthanasia 15 14949.53 10828.05 1054 28095
Sub-total Outcomes 15 19810.33 12898.28 2453 33580
LRR 15 0.383333 0.2052061 0.13 0.69
Human Population 15 11.17967 1.531588 9.09247 13
Median Househould 
Income 15 64974.8 2701.463 60345 69630
Mean Househould 
Income 15 4.52006 0.3651101 3.9829 5.0572
Unemployment 15 0.088 0.0224245 0.06 0.13
Poverty 15 0.146667 0.0324404 0.1 0.2
Home-ownership 15 0.576 0.0946271 0.43 0.66
Degree 15 0.372 0.0368782 0.32 0.42
White 15 0.718 0.1123261 0.55 0.83
Black 15 0.186 0.0443686 0.14 0.26
American Indian & 
Alaskan Native 15 0.010667 0.002582 0.01 0.02
Asian & Other Pacific 
Islander 15 0.031333 0.0074322 0.02 0.04
Other 15 0.073333 0.0682084 0.02 0.2
Hispanic/Latino 15 0.238667 0.1659116 0.04 0.45
Appendix 2a 
Animal Control Summary Statistics 
  
